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Cases Reported this Week. 
A. L, Underwood, Limited v. Bank of Liverpool and 
Martin’s, Limited: Same v. eee eee 
Adelaide Steamship Co. v. The bap ~ 
— v. ~— eee 


In re J. aban & Co. Limited and Reduced 


Leeds Industrial Co-operative Society v. Slack 


Nicholl v. Llantwit Major Parish Council 


Current Topics. 


The Trinity Cause Lists. 

THE FEATURE of the Cause Lists for the present sitting is the large 
number of King’s Bench cases—1,001, of which 136 are Divisional 
Court cases and 865 are actions for trial. A year ago the total 
was only 352. It has not been so high at this time of the year 
since 1921, when it was 1,392. Unless a special effort is made 
to deal with the work, there will be heavy arrears at Michaelmas. 
The other lists are of average length. The Court of Appeal has 
124 cases, the sixteen Chancery appeals including an appeal 
from Mr. Justice Romer’s judgment in the City Equitable 
Insurance Co.’s Case : the Chancery Division 273, and also ninety- 
three Winding-up and twelve Bankruptcy matters; and there 
are 508 Probate and Divorce and thirty-two Admiralty cases. 
Lord Bucxmastar is still assisting by taking Mr. Justice 
AstBuRY’s work. 


The Prevention of Eviction Bill. 

Mr. Simon’s Prevention of Eviction Bill is pursuing its eventful 
way through Parliament. “ The floor of the House of Commons 
in this matter,” said the Lord Chancellor in moving the Second 
reading of the Bill in the House of Lords, “is like a battlefield. 
It is covered with the corpses of slain Bills.” Mr. Snron’s Bill, 
which appears to be the only survivor, or at least the only one 
showing signs of life, has the merit of brevity. It also has had 
the advantage of being taken up by the Government as a handy 
sort of measure when they failed to get their own I 
Mr. WHEaTLEY’s—through. But while it is quite short—one 
substantive clause and one clause applying it to pending re ils, hike 
ceedings—it reads, as is the manner with ve Bills, like 
a puzzle. You go back to the Act of 1990 and look for s. 5. 
Then you find that the o s. 5 vanished last year, and a new 
s. 5 was substituted for it by s. 4 of the Act of 1923. This 
prohibits generally the recovery of possession except in nine cases 
distinguished as (a) to (#), and of these cases (d) is where the 
dwelling-house is reasonably required by the as a 
residence for himself or for any son or daughter of his ‘over 
eighteen years of age and there is alternative accommodation for 
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the tenant. But this is not the end, for alternative accommoda- 
tion is not required in five sub-cases numbered (i) to (v). It is 
with sub-cases (iv) and (v) that the present Bill is concerned. 
Sub-case (iv) is where the landlord acquired the house before 
30th June, 1922. He is then entitled to possession without more 
if he reasonably requires the house as a residence for himself or 
any eighteen-year-old child. But if he did not acquire it before 
that date, then the court must be satisfied that greater hardship 
would be caused by refusing an order for possession than by 
granting it. 

The Rejection of the Lords’ Amendments. 


Now Mr. Simon’s Bill repeals sub-cases (iv) and (v) as respects 
pending as well as future proceedings, and substitutes the 
following single sub-case :— 

(iv) Where the dwelling-house is reasonably required by the landlord 
(not being a landlord who has become owner by purchase of the dwelling- 
house after the fifth day of May, 1924) for occupation as a residence 
for himself, and the court is satisfied, having regard to all the circum- 
stances of the case, including any alternative accommodation available 
for the landlord or the tenant, that greater hardship would be caused 
by refusing to grant an order or judgment for p23session than by 
granting it. 
In this clause the Lords (1) struck out the words in italics ; 
(2) introduced after “ himself” the words “ or for any son or 
daughter of his over 18 years of age”; and (3) added a proviso 
that in case either the tenant or the landlord was an alien who did 
not serve the British Empire or its Allies in the war, then, if the 
court were of opinion that the hardship on either side was equal, 
the preference should be determined by British citizenship or 
service. These three amendments the House of Commons 
rejected on Monday, and in a Bill intended definitely to improve 
the position of the tenant and check the increase of eviction 
orders which has taken place under the Act of 1923, the first two 
could hardly be accepted. The third would have raised a large 
question of principle, a differentiation between British citizens 
and aliens hitherto unknown in English courts, and would have 
raised it in a manner calculated to perpetuate the animosities 
of the war which are best forgotten. Probably, too, the proviso 
would have been unworkable. It would have been unfortunate 
had it been accepted. Among the many protests against it 
we may mention that of Lord Pariimore on the Committee 
stage in the House of Lords: “ For Heaven’s sake do not let us 
keep these ideas about aliens and enemies. Let us carry out the 


peace in its entirety.” 
Rent Restriction Notices to Quit. 

AN ESTEEMED correspondent, whose letter we printed last 
week (anle, p. 704), drew attention to what he considers an 
unnecessary difficulty discussed in Williams v. Merthyr Steam 
Coal Co., Lid., Times, 3rd inst., namely, the question whether a 
County Court Judge, in amending an irregular notice to increase 
rent under the Rent Restriction Act of 1923, can so amend it as 
to incorporate a notice to quit where the landlord had not given 
one. Our correspondent quotes s. 1 (1) of the Rent Restrictions 
(Notices of Increase) Act, 1923, which declares that a notice to 
increase rent, whether given before or after the Act, “ shall have 
effect and be deemed to have had effect as if it were or had been 
also a notice to terminate the tenancy.” And our correspondent 
not unnaturally suggests that this sub-section, which was before 
the court, ought to have rendered unarguable any contention 
that the judge could not amend an irregular notice and add to it 
an omitted notice to quit. But the point is not nearly so simple 
as it looks. For s. 1 (1), of course, is only referring to a valid 
notice to increase rent; an invalid notice—apart from amend- 
ment as provided for by the statute—cannot include a notice 
to quit. It would obvious te ee oe that an 
“ irregular notice of increase ” which the judge refused to amend, 
and which therefore was invalid as a “ notice to increase rent ” 
(which it purporte to be) should nevertheless be valid as a 
“ notice to quit’ (which it does not at all pretend to be). That 
being so, the mere amendment of an invalid notice to increase 








rent cannot of itself convert it into a notice to quit; it can o 
amend whatever defect it purports to amend. Consequently — 
amendment, to be effective, must not merely correct thi leading | 
irregularity of the notice to increase but must also add a “ notigy which in 
to quit.” So the question arises whether the judge has powerfyfm is amelic 
do this under the statutory power to amend conferred upon him i ogee 
On the strict wording of the statute, he is not given this oust 
but no doubt—as the Divisional Court held in the case on wil ~ siderable 
we are commenting—such a power is implied. Any other cop i rhe \ 
struction would violate the spirit of the Act. But the pointis i an 

















nevertheless quite arguable, and an ultra-technical Division <a 
Court might have taken the narrower view. The gl 
ew, 
Formal Notices to Quit. semen 
As a Martrer of fact, the wording of s. 1 (1) of the Rent jm he propr' 
Restrictions (Notices of Increase) Act, 1923, has recently b of t 
given the fullest possible interpretation by another Division gm 1# large ¢ 
Court in a different case: Aston v. Smith, ante, p. 10h gq be makes 
Here a landlord served upon a statatory tenant a notice of increas fm salaried Set 
of rent ; there had been no previous “ notice to quit ” given, but heis fortur 
by virtue of the sub-section quoted, such a notice is implied ia jm uetand no 
the “ notice of increase,” at any rate for the purposes of ape that incom 
the latter notice. Is it implied also for other purposes, ¢.g., ij ™# seems 
the landlord is in a position to take steps for recovery of possession . cs 
on one of the grounds permitted by s. 5 of the Principal Acta pip a 
amended by the Act of 1923? That point actually arose ingu With the 
Aston v. Smith, supra, although there was also a complicationin jm siding s 
that case. For here the landlord in fact served a notice to quit, mm ey #ppe 
but one which the county court judge held to be invalid. So th 
question arose whether, notwithstanding the service of an invalid 
notice to quit the landlord could rely on the statutory implication Prov 


of a notice to quit contained in the Notice to Increase Rent 
The Divisional Court, in view of s. 15 (1) of the Act of 1920 and 
the sub-section of the Rent Restrictions (Notice of Increase) Act, 
1923, already more than once quoted, held that there had been as 


a notice to quit. Ne 
cial ar 
The Conversion of Landed Estates into Companies. = mu: 


a... 
Many oF ovr readers will have noticed the interesting artide _— 
in The Times of the 10th inst. on the latest development d : 
company formation, namely, the conversion of the ownership itmensat 
of landed estates into companies with a view to escaping th pe : 
present heavy taxation. The article is from a “ Legal Comer og oa 
pondent,” and the writer obviously speaks with the authoniy @ « call 
given by familiarity with the legal and practical sides of com 


compensat 


work. ‘“ Lord Howarp pz WaLpEN,” he says, “ was one of the — 
first among English noblemen to dispose of his London properties “ore 


to a limited liability company under the name of the ’ 
Estates Investment and Trust, Limited. He had the controlling 
interest in that corporation, and he became its governing directat, 
The Marquess of Bute has made over his Welsh estates to# 
limited liability company. More recently still the Duke @ the Officie 
Buccieucu has formed in Scotland a limited liability compa 4. 

, : . gener: 
for the ownership and management of his large estates in that view | 
country. Many other proprietors have adopted or are aden as of 
the same course.” Of course, the proprittor limits his liabill orn. 
for the debts incurred in the management of the estate, but this 
which is one of the chief objects of ordinary company format 
is negligible under such circumstances. There is also the 
advantage that the conversion of the single proprietorship of 
estate into the holding of a number of shares facilitates i 
division of the ownership among the various members of 
family, and since the receipt of rents and profits is changed int he should 
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the receipt of dividends, this also is splif up among the 8h specificat: 
holders with, poy. a resulting diminution of liability WM yep 4, 
income tax and super-tax. It x no 
The Effect on Liability to Income and Super-Tax. Wet ‘he 


But wuiLe the conversion of an estate into a company cart 
various incidental benefits, the chief advantage is in the chang the | 
in the position of the proprietor as regards his liability to ace 
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for income to the Revenue authorities, and on this we take the 
liberty of quoting the following passage from the article :— 
_ In the case of all companies the proprietor generally becomes the 
-Jeading or managing director and the position attracts a salary upon 
which income tax is only payable at the earned rate, and so far there 
js amelioration in the incidence of this tax. Any company can charge 
inst the rents or other profits more in the way of expenditure upon 
the estates than the Government allow to the private owner in 
accounting for income-tax. In the result, there may be a very con- 
~ siderable saving in super-tax to be exacted from the proprietor as no 
eT Con owner except through his share holding in the company. 
bly he becomes the tenant of the estate mansion house and 
policies with a certain relief likewise in taxation.” 


The word “ policies ” indicates a Scottish origin for the article, 
but the writer no doubt points out in this passage the main 
inducement for the change in landowning which is in progress. 









Rent iam The proprietor ceases to be a receiver of rents and profits for the 
been Ma benefit of the State, bound to pay all outgoings and yet having 
ision! Mm 08 large extent to account for gross instead of net income when 
0, Mg he makes his income and super-tax return. He becomes a 
creay mg salaried servant of the company, and if in addition to his salary 
1, but, fp heis fortunate enough to get some dividends, these represent the 


net and not the gross profits of the company. But the statement 
that income tax on the salary is only payable at the earned 


ai 







g., ite tte seems to be a slip. The special earned income rate dis- 
2ssion in 1920, and a deduction of one-tenth (but not exceeding 
\ct as Mf £200) in arriving at assessable income was allowed in its place. 
se in A With the continuance of high taxation, schemes of this kind for 


avoiding some of its worst consequences are to be expected and 
they appear to be practicable and effective. 








Proviso for re-entry in a Lease. 


II. 
(Continued from p. 699.) 


SEVERAL questions have arisen on s. 14 and have received 
judicial answers. For instance, as to the particulars which the 
lessor must supply to the lease to comply with the words 
“specifying the particular breach complained of.” Again, the 
section says, “and, in any case, requiring the lessee to make 
compensation.” But suppose the lessor does not want any 
compensation, or that no compensation is possible. Is it still 
necessary to claim compensation? The section also provides 
that the powers of the lessor are not to come into force until 
“the lessee has failed within a reasonable time,” etc. What is a 
reasonable time ? 

The question what particulars will be considered sufficient was 
considered in Jolly v. Brown, 1914, 2 K.B. 109, affirmed by the 
House of Lords sub. nom., Fox v. Jolly, supra, and the 
reader will find in the reports a full copy of the particulars which 
were delivered and which were adjudicated upon. They are too 
long to give here. In the first place the question came before 
the Official Referee on the contention that the particulars were 
too general and wide, and he agreed with this contention, but 
his view was not upheld either by the Court of Appeal or the 
House of Lords. Lord Buckmaster, then Lord Chancellor, in 
his judgment, said that it should be remembered that the 
Particulars which would be required in an action that merely 

ed possession for breach of a covenant to repair would not 
necessarily be as detailed and minute as the particulars that 
would be wanted where a claim was being made for damages for 
breach of the covenant ; and that it would be very unfortunate 
if, in every case where a landlord was serving notice under s, 14, 
he should feel himself bound to obtain a detailed surveyor's 
Specification of the work: see also Hurd v. Whaley, 1918, 
1K B. 448. 

Tt is not enough to require repairs to be done “in accordance 
With the covenants” in the lease: Re Serle, Gregory v, Serle, 
1898, 1 Ch. 652. 

The question what would be considered a reasonable time for 
to remedy the breach would necessarily be determined 
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by the amount of work to be done, but in an ordinary case 
fourteen days would be considered a reasonable time: Civil 
Service Co-operative Society v. McGrigor’s Trustee, 1923, 2 Ch. 355. 

Then as to claiming compensation in any event. Apparently 
the section does not make it necessary for the lessor to claim 
compensation if he does not desire compensation, and therefore 
the absence of such a requirement will not invalidate the notice : 
Lock v. Pearce, 1893, 2 Ch., at p. 279. It follows that no com- 
pensation need be claimed where no compensation for the breach 


Trustee, supra. 

Notwithstanding s. 2 s-s. (1) of the Conveyancing Act 1892, 
the lessor cannot include in the compensation to be asked from 
the lessee his solicitor’s and surveyor’s costs (Skinner’s Co. v. 
Knight, 1891, 2 Q.B. 542), since, apparently, the subsection only 
applies in the case where the lessee is forced to apply to the 
court for relief, and not to the case where the lessee complies 
with the notice: see Hood & Challis’ Conveyancing Acts, 
7th Ed., p. 65. 

We now come to the exceptions to s. 14 of the 1881 Act, in 
connection with which there has been considerable controversy. 
To clear the ground, it should be stated that it is provided by 
s-s. (8) that s. 14 shall not affect the law relating to re-entry or 
forfeiture or relief in case of non-payment of rent. 

A lessee (or an underlessee, Moore v. Smee, 1907, 2 K.B. 8) 
against whom an action of ejectment is pending for non-payment 
of rent can always put an end thereto by paying all arrears of 
rent and costs (Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, s. 212); 
also, by paying the same within six months after judgment 
(ibid. s. 210; Common Law Procedure Act, 1860, s.1). An under- 
lessee can obtain relief against a forfeiture of the head lease for 
non-payment of rent under s. 4 of the 1892 Conveyancing Act: 
Gray v. Bonsall, 1904, 1 K.B. 601; Hurd v. Whaley, supra. 

It has been recently decided that a statutory tenant, that is, 
a tenant whose tenancy has been determined by notice and whose 
title to remain in possession is derived solely from the Rent 
Restrictions Acts, cannot claim relief under s. 212 of the Common 
Procedure Act, 1852, as he was only entitled to remain as 
statutory tenant on condition of observing the conditions of the 
tenancy : Brewer v. Jacobs, 1923, 1 K.B. 528. 

The exceptions, other than the case of non-payment of rent, 
are contained in s-s. (6) of s. 14. That is to say, the provisions 
of s. 14 are not to apply to :-— ; 

(a) A covenant by the lessee or condition against the assigning, 
underletting, parting with the possession, or disposing of the land 
leased. 


It was held by Mr. Justice Romer in Jackson v. Simons, 1923, 
1 Ch. 373, that a licence to use part of the demised premises 
did not come within the words of the exception, and that therefore 
the lessor could not enforce his right of re-entry in respect of the 
breach of such a covenant without serving on the lessee the notice 
prescribed by s. 14. It was also held by Lord Justice Scrvtron 
in Russell v. Beecham, 1924, 1 K.B. 525, that a covenant against 
parting with the possession of part of the premises does not come 
within the above words, “ parting with possession of the 
premises,” and that a notice under the section was necessary. 

(To be continued). 





The Hon. Richard Feetham, who has been appoin 
of the Irish Boundary Commission, is, says The Times, fift 
of age. He was educated at Marl » and New . 
Oxford, went to the Transvaal in 1902, and was appointed Town 
Clerk of Johannesburg in 1903. He resigned that appointment 
in order to practise at the Bar, and was appointed legal adviser 
to the High Commissioner (Lord Selborne). On the establish- 
ment of responsible government in the Transvaal he became a 
member of the Legislati 4 


remained a member of the South African 
was appointed a Puisne Judge of the Transvaal last . 
Mr. Feetham continued to act as nee one both to 





Gladstone and Lord Buxton in 
Commissioner. 


is possible: Civil Service Co-operative Society v. McGrigor’s 
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The Amendments of the Land 


Transfer Acts. 


(Continued from p. 679.) 
V. 


FuRTHER in regard to the recommendations of the Land Transfer 
Commission and the treatment of them in Part X of the Law of 
Property Act, 1922 :— 

18. Rectification of the Register —It was recommended that 
provision should be made for annulling or rectifying a registration 
obtained by fraud, and for dealing with the case of the registration 
by error of two persons in respect of the same land. 

It is singular that provision so obviously required does not 
already exist, but ss. 95 and 96 of the Act of 1875, which govern 
rectification, are both “ subject to any estates or rights acquired 
by registration in pursuance of the Act,” and primé facie there can 
be no rectification on the ground of fraud as against a registered 
transferee for value. There is a similar qualification of s. 98, 
which expressly deals with fraud. Further provision for recti- 
fication was made by s. 7 (2) of the 1897 Act, but it is 
not worth while to examine these enactments in detail. 
Mr. T. Cyprian WILLIaMs, in his evidence before the Commission 
(Q. 10571), gave as one of the necessary amendments—“ The 
present obscurity as to the circumstances in which the register 
can be rectified, and as to those in which compensation is 
recoverable out of the insurance fund, ought to be dissipated,” 
and we need not attempt in this summary to explain what was 
thus described as obscure. It is enough that both the recom- 


mendations of the Commission have been accepted, and s. 174 of | 


the Act of 1922 provides for rectification both where the first 
registration has been obtained by fraud, and also in any other 
case “ where, by reason of any entry procured by fraud, it may 


be deemed just to rectify the register ” ; and it provides, too, for | 


the case of double registration in respect of the same land. 

10. Title by Possession.—As to this, it was recommended that 
the Statutes of Limitation should operate in the same manner 
with regard to registered land as with regard to unregistered 
land ; and that the rights of parties in possession at the date of 
first registration should be protected. 

_ The Act of 1875 adopted the opposite principle when by s. 21 
it was enacted that a title adverse to that of the registered 


proprietor should not be acquired by any length of possession, | 


with @ saving, in the case of first registration with a possessory 
title, of adverse claims arising from possession at the time of first 
registration. This was replaced by s. 12 of the Act of 1897, 
which repeated it in principle, but allowed rectification in favour 
of a title acquired possession except as against rights acquired by 
registration for valuable consideration. The late Sir Howarp 
ELPHINSTONE, in his evidence before the Commission, described 
the policy of these two sections as a most serious and unnecessary 
alteration of the law. “In every case,” he said, “ that I have 
seen the moral right was in favour of the person who acquired his 


right by virtue of length of possession” (Q. 4469); and Sir | 


Bexsamin Cuerny said that s. 12 ought to be repealed, and a 
provision inserted enabling any person who has acquired a title 
under the Statutes of Limitation to obtain an order for rectifica- 


tion on applying within six months of his title being disputed | 
(Q. 7271). Sir Benszami has now been instrumental in giving | 


effect to this view, ami also in carrying out the recommendation 
of the Commissiofi,’in s. 173 of the Act of 1922. This repeals 
8. 12 of the 1897 Act, and enacts that the Limitation Acts shall 


apply to registered land in the same manner and to the same | 
extent as those Acts ply. to upregistered land, with con- 


sequential provisions, including provision for rectifying the 


register to give effect to the new title. 

20. Compensation to Owner ruled out by registration.—The 
Commission recommended that compensation should be expressly 
given to # party ruled out by registration in respect of the value 
of the land as it stood at the time of first registration. The time 


for the recovery of compensation to be limited to six years fry 
the grant of an absolute title, except in the case of an infy 
a remainderman, and a mortgagee, for whom special perigl 
should be fixed. 2 

The right to compensation for loss incurred by error in 
register was first conferred by s. 7 of the Act of 1897, anda 
for this purpose was established by s.21. We have already 
(ante, p. 642) that the title of the first proprietor registered yj 
an absolute title, as well as the title of a transferee from him 
value, is to be regarded as really absolute. Hence, if the ¢ 
owner is ruled out by the registration, he will have to be cont 
with compensation, and s. 175 of the Act of 1922 gives effect 
the recommendation of the Commission by providing by s-s, {j 
that where an error has occurred in the register but the regi 
is not rectified, any person suffering loss will be entitled tok 
indemnified ; and that the amount of compensation shall ng 
exceed the value of the interest at the time when the error wa 
made ; and by s-s. (4) that the claim must be made within ay 
years, with an extension for infancy, and future estates, anda 
provision that a mortgagee may claim within six years from th 

last payment in respect of principal or interest. 

| 21. Compulsory Registration with Absolute Title —It wa 
| recommended that the Registrar, in the case of a possessory titlea 
| application therefor, should be empowered to register without 
| extra charge an absolute title, whether the owner consented « 
| not. Effect is given to the recommendation as regards application 
| for first registration by Sched. XVI, Part I, s. 3 (2), and whens 
| possessory title has been registered, s. 172 (2) authorizes th 
| Registrar to convert it into an absolute title on a transfer fa 
| value, but in that case no additional fee is to be charged. 
_ 22. Compulsory Registration on sale.—Conveyances to tale 
| effect on execution, but to become void as regards the conveyance 
of the legal estate unless registration is applied for withins 
month. 

Registration first became compulsory on sale by s. 20 of the 
| Act of 1897 and under this section the purchaser does not acquin 

the legal estate until he is registered. The requirement is 
responsible for much of the difficulties which have been exper 
_ enced in practice, particularly where part of the purchase money, 
_ has to be raised by a contemporaneous mortgage ; but, for the 
| purpose of making registration compulsory, it makes no difference 
whether the registration is effected at once or within a short date, 
and to allow the conveyance to be effective at once will render 
unnecessary the various devices to which conveyancers have had 
recourse in order to protect the mortgagee. Accordingly, 8. 18 
of the Act of 1922 gives effect to the recommendation of the 
Commission, but allows a delay of two months instead of one, 
| with power for the Registrar to allow a further extension m 
suitable cases. 

23. Boundaries—Land boundaries to be described verbally 
| on the register, and maps to be used for assisting identity. Such 
| was the recommendation, and a plan is usually the most com 
| venient and accurate way of describing land. Verbal descriptions, 
| if too much relied on, are apt to be long and clumsy ; moreover, 
with changes in the adjoining occupations, or in the state # 
_ names of the adjoining property, they may become unintelligible. 
Sched. XVI, Part II, s. 10 (3), of the Act of 1912 is based on 
this recommendation and allows registered land to be described 
by means of a verbal description and a filed plan, or by reference 
to a general map based on the ordnance map, or by reference 
| to a sufficient description contained in a deed, a copy or extract 
| being filed in the registry. But the language of the section lacks 
precision and should be altered in the Consolidation Bill. 

24. Certificates.—The Commission recommended that a new 
certificate in simple form should be issued of every fresh dealing; 
that certificates of possessory title should be distinguished by 
clour from those BP prem: title ; and that certificates should 
show by a difference in form or colour whether the register wa 
| free from notices or not. These are matters of detail which cam 
| best be regulated by rules, and accordingly Sched. XVI, Part J, 
' s. 25 (y), empowers the Rule Committee to make rules 
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ting the issue and form of certificates, and, if deemed 
desirable, for prescribing any special notification on the certificate 
to be given by way of warning where incumbrances, notices, 
and other adverse entries appear on the register.” It is quite 
ssible, however, that it will be best to leave such warning to 
Decbtained by search, as at present. 

25. Disclaimer in Bankruptcy—The Commission recom- 
mended that the procedure for giving effect on the register to 
the disclaimer of leaseholds in bankruptcy should be amended. 
This is done by s. 180 of the Act of 1922. 

The Commission made a few more recommendations, but the 
above are all that concern the working of the system of regis- 
tration. In a concluding article we shall summarize shortly 
the changes which the amendments will make in the system. 


(To be continued.) 








Res Judicate. 


Accidents in the Course of Employment. 
(Hewitson v. St. Helens Colliery Co., 92 L.T., K.B. 196.) 


Our note on this case, a correspondent is good enough to point 
out, overlooked the fact that the decision of the Court of Appeal 
has been reversed by the House of Lords : ante, p. 163. We hope 
to re-write it next week. 








Reviews. 


Local Government. 


LocaL GOVERNMENT, 1923. Comprising Statutes, Orders, Cases, 
and Departmental Decisions. Edited by ALEXANDER 
MACMORRAN, M.A., K.C., assisted by F. C. ALLWORTH. 
Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons, Ltd. 45s. net. 


Local Government legislation, Parliamentary and delegated, 
is a matter which has greatly increased of recent years and which 
is likely to go on increasing. Out of last year’s statutes, twenty- 
four are included, in whole or in part, in this annual volume. 
Some, such as the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1923, only slightly 
touch the.subject and but a few sections are reproduced. Others, 
such as the Housing Act, 1923, are departmental measures and 
require to be given in full, and with them are given the Orders 
and Circulars and Memoranda, which explain their working. In 
connection with Housing, attention may be called to what seems 
to be a new departure, namely, the furnishing of model forms of 
contracts of sale, and leases, and mortgages. These will be found 
at pp. 273 to 280. The official output is, however, too great for 
the whole to be included, and where this is the case, a short 
reference is given with a note as to the nature and price of the 
publication ; e.g., the reports on the prices of building materials 
which are issued monthly by Mr. H. J. Mackinder’s Committee. 
Other heads which show the scope and utility of the work are 
“Diseases (Notification and Prevention of),”” under which a 
number of Orders and other matter are given; and “ Dairies, 
Cowsheds and Milkshops,’’ with the recent Orders as to sale of 
milk under special designations. And under “ Housing” the 
Rent Restriction Acts of last year are included. This es for 
completeness, though the Acts are not, perhaps, specially con- 
nected with Local Government. An important head is ‘‘ Super- 
annuation,” with its information as to the Local Government 
and other Officers’ Superannuation Act, 1922. Altogether the 
volume collects into a reasonable compass, and very 
conveniently, the enormous output of the Departments concerned 
with Local Government. 


The Law of Torts. 


Rinewoon’s Ovuriines or Torts. Fifth edition. By C. H. 
Ziecter, LL.M., Lecturer on Law at Pembroke College, 
Cambridge, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 16s. net. 


The first edition of Mr. Ringwood’s well-known students’ 
text-book was published so long as 1887, and was published 
at the request of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, 
who had engaged the writer’s services as a lecturer on Common 
Law to the articled pupils of solicitors. As Mr. 

Temained for many years a lecturer and examiner of The Law 
Society, his work the peculiar utility for students which is 
y found in a treatise prepared by one who knows exactly 
ground they will be expected to show acquaintance with. The 








new edition is brought out by a distinguished Cambridge scholar 
and tutor of the recto generation, so that it has the added 
advantage of combining the most recent academic scholarship 
with the fruits of the original author’s practical experiences. 
Mr. Ziegler has adopted the sound principle of preserving the 
form of the book, while eliminating references to older cases not 
now much quoted in court, and replacing them with the most 
recent leading cases. 








Books of the Week. 


Libel. Law and Practice of Libel and Slander in a Civil 
Action, with Precedents of Pleadings, &c., and Canadian, 
Australasian, and American Cases on the subject. By CLEMENT 
GaATLEY, LL.D., B.C.L., of the Inner Temple and South-Eastern 
Circuit, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. Price 
£2 11s. net. 

Sociology.—_The Laws and Customs of the Yoruba People. 
By A. K. AJISAFE, with a Portrait of the Author. George 
Routledge & Sons Ltd. 3s. 6d. net. 








Correspondence. 


The late Lord Cozens-Hardy. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 
Sir,—In reading the obituary notice of the late Lord Cozens- 
Hardy I see no reference is made to his brilliant career at school. 
Even in those days at University College School he displayed 
t ability as a debater, and was a leader of the School Debating 
ciety and Captain of the School. 
Henry P. ARNHOLZ. 


8 & 4, Great Winchester-street, 
London, E.C.2. 
14th June. 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 
House of Lords. 


LEEDS INDUSTRIAL CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETY v. SLACK. 
30th May. 


ANCIENT LicuTs—Quia timet ACTION—JURISDICTION OF 
CouRT TO GIVE DAMAGES IN LIEU oF INJUNCTION—LORD 
Catrns’s Act, 1858, 21 & 22 Vict. c. 27, s. 2. 


In an action for threatened obstruction to ancient lights the court 
has jurisdiction to award damages in lieu of an injunction when 
ay bene injury to light is only threatened, and no present injury 

en done. 


Dicta of Court of Ap 
1889, 43 Ch. D. 316, disa 


This was an a from a decision of the Court of Appeal, 
reported 67 Sox. J. 497, 1923, 1 Ch. 431, affirming a decision of 
Romer, J. The defendants had drawn up plans for the erection 
of buildings upon certain land in the City of Leeds, and it was 
clear that those buildings, when erected, would interfere with the 
ancient lights of the plaintiff in respect of an adjoining building. 
The plaintiff issued a writ for an injunction to restrain them from 
doing so, but at the date of the writ and of the action the buildings 
had not been erected to any height so as to cause any actual 
damage suffered. The defendants contended that the injury 
which would be suffered by the plaintiff was trivial and could be 
a by an award of damages. Romer, J., held that the 
buildings, if erected, would cause an obstruction to the plaintiff's 
lights, and primda facie would entitle him to an injunction, but 
that the hardship to the plaintiff would be small and could be 
adequately compensated by damages. The jurisdiction to grant 
such damages, however, could only be under s. 2 of the Chancery 
Amendment Act, 1858 (commonly called Lord Cairns’s Act), 
which said that ‘‘ In all cases in which the Court of Chancery has 
jurisdiction to entertain an application for an injunction against 
a breach of any covenant, contract, or agreement, or against the 
commission or continuance of any wrongful act or for specific 
papenees of any covenant, contract or Fagg it shall be 

ial fer the exe county 3 9 shed Siak SS, te ened Geena 


in Dreyfus v. Peruvian Guano Company, 


to the y injured ine Sees S oe tn CE oe 
such unction or specific performance...” i 
(Romer, J.’s) view, damages in lieu of an injunction ought to be 








+ RAEN Fhe 





716 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 

















—- 

















oe 


granted, but he felt himself bound by the judgments of the Court 
of Ap in Dreyfus v. Peruvian Guano Co., 43 Ch. D. 316, to 
hold that, inasmuch as no wrong had actually been suffered, there 
was no jurisdiction to award damages. He therefore granted the 
injunction claimed. The Court of Appeal by a majority (Lord 
Sterndale and Warrington, L.J., Younger, L.J., dissenting) held 
that though, apart from authority, they would be of opinion that 
the wide words of s. 2 of Lord Cairns’s Act did give them juris- 
diction to give damages in lieu of an injunction though the 
injury was only threatened, they thought they ought to follow the 
views expressed by their predecessors in that court, that the 
section conferred no jurisdiction to award damages where no 
injury had been actually done, those views not having been 
overruled and having been expressed more than thirty years ago. 
The defendants now appealed. 

The House by a majority (Lord BIRKENHEAD, Lord FINLay, 
and Lord DuNEDIN ; Lord SUMNER and Lord CARSON dissenting) 
allowed the appeal. In the opinion of the ee | s. 2 of Lord 
Cairns’s Act conferred jurisdiction on the Court of Chancery to 
award damages in lieu of an injunction even when the injury 
was only threatened and had not actually been done. To say 
that the power to give damages applied only to cases where the 
injury had already been done was inconsistent with the terms 
of the Act, and in practice would nullify the provision that 

might be given in substitution for an injunction. All 
their lordships were of opinion that (notwithstanding the re 
of Lord Cairns’s Act as regards England by the Statute w 
Revision Act) by the combined effect of s. 16 of the Judicature 
Act, 1873, and the saving clause in the Statute Law Revision 
Act, 1898 (which repealed and re-enacted the saving clause in 
the Statute Law Revision Act, 1883), the jurisdiction conferred 
on the Court of Chancery by Lord Cairns’s Act remained unaffected. 
The dicta of the Court of Appeal in Dreyfus v. Peruvian Guano Co., 
supra, was disapproved. The case would therefore be remitted to the 
Chancery Division with a declaration that there was jurisdiction 
to award damages.—CoUNSEL: Cunliffe, K.C., and W. E. 
Vernon; Hughes, K.C., and J. E. Harman. SOoO.Lictrors : 
Jaques & Co., for Bointon, Son & Malcolm, Leeds; McKenna 
and Co., for Pettitt, Carter & Wade, Leeds. 


[Reported by S. E. WiLLiams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 


A. L. UNDERWOOD, LIMITED v. BANK OF LIVERPOOL AND 
MARTIN’S, LIMITED: SAME v. BARCLAYS BANK LIMITED. 
No.2. 30th January. 


BAaNKERS—CHEQUE CROSSED IN FAVOUR OF COMPANY—INDORSE- 
MENT BY SOLE DIRECTOR ON BEHALF OF COMPANY—OSTENSIBLE 
AUTHORITY OF DIRECTOR—PAYMENT INTO PRIVATE ACCOUNT 
OF SOLE DIRECTOR—NEGLIGENCE OF BANK—LIABILITY— 
Bris or EXcHANGE Act, 1882, 45 & 46 Vict. c. 61, s. 82. 


The sole director of a limited company indorsed for the company 
crossed cheques payable to the company, and paid them into his 

wate account with a bank in fraud of the company. He had 
authority to indorse the c of the company. The bank collected 
the amounts due on the c and credited his private account 
with the . After his death the company brought an action 
against bank for conversion of the cheques and the bank claimed 
to be protected by #. 82 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, on the 
ground that they received payment for the cheques in good faith 
and without negligence, and they relied on the ostensible authority 
of the sole director to deal with the cheques. 


Held, that the director's conduct ought to have put the bank on 
enquiry, and the company was entitled to recover against the bank. 


Decision of Roche, J., 39 T.L.R., 606, affirmed. 


eae from the judgments of Roche, J., against the defendant 
in claims for the conversion of cheques. 

Bankes, L.J.,in his judgment in the first case said: The material 
facts are as follows : man Underwood, whose dealings with a 
number of cheques are what has given rise to the action, carried on 

as an engineering and machinery merchant. He had 
at least two banking accounts, one with Mesers. Ki & Co., 
and the other with the appellants. His account with Mesers. 
King was heavily overdrawn in July, 1919, when, to use a 
colloquial expression, he converted himself into a limited com- 
pany. This company was incorporated on Iiith July, 1919, 
under the name of A. L. Underwood, Limited, with a capital 
A £12900, divided into 12,000 shares of £1 each. The sub- 
setibers to the memorandum of association were Underwood 
and « Mr. Callow, tor one share each. By the articles, Underwood 
was nted sole director, and in addition to the two shares 
sulecn for as above, 1000 fully-paid shares were allotted 
to Underwood as the consideration for the sale of his business 
to the company. No other shares in the company were ever 





the company was issued to King and Co., as security for the 


overdraft, and the company’s account was kept at Messrs, — 


King’s. Underwood continued to keep his private account with 
the appellant bank, where he was well known, and had been a 
customer for many years. Within a few months after the 


formation of the company, Underwood commenced to pay the — 


company’s cheques into his private account with the appe —_ 
and they collected the amounts due upon the cheques 
credited Underwood with the proceeds. The cheques so dealt 
with between 20th December, 1919, and February, 1922, were 


were forty-five in number for amounts totalling in all £8,502 4s, — 


It was for a conversion of these cheques that the action wag 
brought. Underwood died in November, 1922. A receiver 
and manager of the company was appointed by the debenture. 
holders, and he caused an investigation of the books of the 
company by a firm of chartered accountants. The result of 
their investigation satisfied the learned judge who tried this 
action that the true inference in reference to the action of 
Underwood in dealing with these cheques in the way in which he 
did was that he was acting as between himself and his company 
in fraud of the company. An analysis of the cheques gives 
the following result. Two are missing. hree are uncrossed. 
One is uncrossed, but marked “ act. payee.’”’ One is uncrossed 
but marked ‘“‘ not negotiable act. payee.’”’ Twenty-four are 
crossed without any special marking; four are crossed and 
marked “‘ not negotiable act. payee ’’ ; one is crossed and marked 
‘“‘ act. payee.”’ All the cheques were wn in favour of the 
company and were the undoubted property of the company. 
All the cheques were indorsed by Underwood in a form which 
indicated that he was indorsing them for the company as sole 
director. He clearly had the right to so indorse them. One 
defence relied upon by the appellants was that on these facts 
there was no evidence of any conversion of the cheques. Unless 
the appellants can justify their action upon one or other of the 
defences upon which they rely, they —— to me quite clearly 
to have been guilty of a conversion of all the cheques. One 
of the defences related only to the crossed cheques. The appel- 
lants said that they were protected with regard to these cheques 
by s. 82 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, because they received 
payment for these cheques in good faith and without negligence, 
The appellants’ good faith is not challenged, but it is said, and 
the learned judge accepted the view, that they failed to make 
good their contention that they acted without negligence. In 
this view of the facts I entirely agree, and the remaining defence 
is the only one which, in my opinion, admits of serious discussion. 
That defence is founded on the rule laid down in the cases of 

al British Bank vy. Turquand, 6 E. & B., 327, and Mahony. 
v. East Holyford Mining Company, Limited (liquidator), L.R. 
7 H.L., 869, conveniently stated by Lindley and Kay, L.JJ., 
in Biggerstaff v. Rowatt’s Wharf, Limited, 1896, 2 Ch. 93, ab 
p.- 102; 44 W.R. 536. 

His lordship quoted from the judgments of Lindley, L.J., and 
Kay, L.J., in the last case, and also from the judgment of Lord 
Hatherley in Mahony v. East Holyford Mining Company, supra, 
at p. 894, where, he said, “‘ All those ordinary inquiries which 
mercantile men would in the course of their business make, I 
apprehend, would have to be made on the part of the persons 
dealing with the company,” and from the judgment of Lindley, 
L.J., in County of Gloucester Bank vy. Rudry Merthyr Steam and 
House Coal Colliery Company, 1895, 1 Ch. 629, at p. 636, and 
continued: Applying Lord Hatherley’s language to the facts 
of this case I ask myself what are the ordinary inquiries which 
mercantile men would in the course of their business have made 
on presentation of these cheques for collection. On the assump- 
tion that the appellants’ cashiers were acting in entire good faith 
in taking in t cheques without ved Oy whatever, the 
conclusion seems to me almost irresistible that for some reason 
or another they considered that they were still dealing with 
Underwood, the old customer, the principal, and not with 
a new Underwood, an agent. As the appellants are relying 
on @ rule of law applicable — to — with an agent they 
must take the rule as they find it, and if they have omitted, as 
I am clearly of opinion they have omitted, to make an ordinary 
inquiry, they must take the consequences. Now, what are the 
facte? The cheques were ey on the face of them the 
property of the company. y were indorsed by Underwood 
as sole director, a fact which, instead of absolving the cashiers 
from inquiry, appears to me to demand the exercise of ter 
caution on their part having to the fact that the cheques 
were being paid into Underwood's private account. Many of the 
cheques were marked in a way which of itself ought to have put 
the cashiers on inquiry. 1 entirely accept the view of the learned 
Judge with regard to the conduct of cashiers, and I think 
that hi» conclusion establishes not only negligence on their part, 
but such an absence of ordinary uiry as to disentitle the 
appellants from relying on a defence founded on the ostensible 
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Underwood’s wife. Upon the formation of the company, q 
debenture in the form of a floating charge over the assets of 
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guthority of Underwood. I ‘feel satisfied that the obvious 
iry whether the company had not got its own i 

t would have put a stop to the fraudulent system cays pres 

by Underwood, and I do not think that it lies in the mouth of the 

ts to say that an inquiry would have been useless. In 

The Alms Corn Charity, 1901, 2 Ch. 750, Stirling, L.J., quotes 

with approval at p. 762, the decision of Lord Romilly, M.R., in 

Jones v. Williams, 24 Beav. 47, in which he said : ‘“‘ With respect 


to the argument that it was unnecessary to make any inquiry 


it would have led to no result, I think it impossible to 
admit the validity of this excuse. I concur in the doctrine of 
Jones v. Smith, 1 Hare, 43, 55, that a false answer, or a reasonable 
answer given to an inquiry made, may dispense with the necessity 
of further inquiry, but I think it impossible, beforehand, to come 
to the conclusion that a false answer would have been given which 
would have precluded the necessity of further inquiry. A more 
dangerous doctrine could not be laid down, nor one involving a 
more unsatisfactory inquiry, viz., a hypothetical inquiry as to 
what A would have said if B had said something other than 
what he did say.” For these reasons I think that the appeal 
fails, and must be dismissed with costs. 
ScrRUTTON and ATKIN, L.JJ., read judgments dismissing the 
appeal. The bank’s appeal in the second case was also 
issed.—COUNSEL : augham, K.C., Stuart Bevan, K.C., and 
J. Forster ; Schiller, K.C., and St. J. G. Micklethwaite ; Upjohn, 
K.C., J. B. Matthews, K.C., and J. H. Stranger. So.icrrors: 
Linklaters & Paines; Durrant, Cooper & Hamblin; John 
Bartlett & Son. 
[Reported by T. W. Morean, Barrister-at-Law.] 





ADELAIDE STEAMSHIP CO. v. THE KING. 16th April. 


SHIPPING—REQUISITIONED SHIP—CHARTER T99—WaR RISKS 
UNDERTAKEN BY ADMIRALTY—CESSER OF HIRE CLAUSE— 
CoLLISIoN—LOss—WARLIKE OPERATION—ASSESSMENT OF 
DAMAGES. 


The suppliants’ ship, the ‘‘ Warilda,’”’ was requisitioned by the 
Admiralty during the war, for use as a hospital ship and later as 
an ambulance transport. The ship was requisitioned under charter- 
party T99, wheredy the Admiralty undertook responsibility for 
war risks. A clause in the charter-party provided that hire should 
cease to be payable if the ship should cease to be able to do her work 
“ owing to deficiency of men or stores, breakdown of machinery .. . 
or any other cause.”’ While bringing wounded soldiers from Havre 
lo Southampton, the ship came into collision with another ship. 
Collision proceedings were brought against the petitioners and 
damages were awarded against them in favour of the owners of the 
other ship. The petitioners then sought to recover the loss from the 
Crown under the war risks clause in the charter-party, and the 
House of Lords decided that the collision was the result of a war 
risk, and that the fact that the ‘‘ Warilda’’ was negligently navigated 
did not affect the result, as the ship was engaged in a warlike opera- 
tion at the time, and an order was made that the case be remitted to 
the High Court for the assessment of damages. 


Held, affirming the decision of Greer, J., 40 T.L.R. 194, that the 
only sum which the petitioners could recover was such an amount 
a3 was reasonably expended by them on the repairs of the ‘‘ Warilda.”’ 
a not recover from the Crown the damages payable by them 
to owners of the other steamer, as such damages were the con- 
sequence of the negligence of the ‘‘ Warilda.” 

Held, also, that under the words “‘ other cause” in the cesser of 
hire clause the ship was off hire while under repair. 


Appeal from a decision of Greer, J., 40 T.L.R. 194. The 
petitioners were the owners of the steamship, the ‘‘ Warilda,” 
which was requisitioned by the Australian Government during the 
war and taken over by the British Admiralty for use as a arenes 
ship, and, later, as an ambulance transport. It was agreed that 
in the action the rights of the parties were to be determined as if 
a charter-party in the form T99 had been duly executed by the 
—s and by the Director of Transports on behalf of the 

- The Admiralty agreed to accept responsibility for war 
risks. The following provisions were contained in the charter- 
y: Clause 18.—‘' The Admiralty shall not be held liable if 
steamer shall be lost, wrecked, driven on shore, injured, or 
rendered incapable of service by or in consequence dan, 
of the sea or tempest, collision, fire, accident, stress of weather, 
or any other cause arising as a sea risk.’’ Clause 19,—‘‘ The 
risks of war which are taken by the Admiralty are those risks 
which would be excluded from an ordinary English policy of 
@ insurance by the following, or similar, but not more 
ve clause: Warranted free of capture, seizure and 
detention, and the consequences thereof, or of any attempt 
thereat, piracy excepted, and also from all consequences of 
hostilities or warlike operations, whether before or after declara- 
tion of war. Such risks are taken by the Admiralty on the 
ascertained value of the steamer, if she be totally lost, at the time 
of such injury.” Clause 26 of the charter-perty provided that 











hire should cease to be payable if the ship should cease to be 
i ficiency of men or a 





able to do her work “‘ owing to de 
breakdown of machinery ... or any other cause.” 
“* Warilda ’’ was bringing a number of wounded soldiers from 
Havre to Southampton one night, she came into collision with ty 
another steamer, the ‘‘ Petingaudet.” A collision action was pr 
brought by the owners of this steamer, and eventually it was held 
by the House of Lords that the collision had been caused by an 4 
igence on the part of the 4 


























error of judgment amounting to neglige 
“Warilda.” The petitioners, therefore, were held liable to the owners 
of the other steamer. The petitioners, therefore, sued the Crown 
by petition of right to recover against the Crown, on the ground 
that the damage had arisen in circumstances which constituted 
a war risk. The petition of right went to the House of Lords, 
and in the course of the p i an order was made that 
the question of principle should be decided, and that when the 
principle had been settled the case should, if necessary, be 
remitted to the Commercial Court to assess the amount of 
damages, and the case came before the court for assessment. 
Greer, J., held that under the words “‘ other cause ” in the cesser 
of hire clause the ship was off hire while under repair, and the 
damages payable by the petitioners to the owners of the other ¢ 
steamer were not recoverable, as such damages were not the direct ; 
result of a warlike operation, but were the result of negligence in 
the performance of such operation, and the only sum recoverable 
was such an amount as was reasonably expen on the repairs 
to the petitioners’ vessel. The petitioners a ed. 
BankKEs, L.J., in his judgment, said : question to be 
litigated is whether the marine risk underwriters or the Admir- 
alty, who, under the provisions of the charter-party T99 occupied 
the position of war risk underwriters, are liable for the results 
of the collision. The question was fought up to the House of 
Lords and the decision was that the Admiralty were liable on 
the ground that the collision was, within the meaning of the 
material clause of the charter-party, a consequence of hostilities 
or warlike operations. The question now turns entirely on the 
construction of a few clauses in the charter-party T99. The 
material clauses are 18, 19 and 25. The claim of the Admiralty 
to cease paying hire for the vessel while she was '; hee 
after the collision depends on the construction to 
upon the language of clause 25. I so entirely with the 
conclusion arrived at by the learned judge on this point, and 
with the reasons which he gives for his decision, that I do not 
desire to add anything to what he said. The question. which 
has been elaborately argued in this court has reference to the 
appellants’ claim to be reimbursed three-fourths of the damages . 
and costs which the appellants have had to pay to the owners 
of the ‘‘ Petingaudet.”” On this point the material clauses of 
the charter-party are clauses 18and19. (His lordship read them.) 
Had the third pa h of clause 19 been omitted, I should 
have felt pon er oubt about the construction to be = 
on these clauses. The argument for the appellants took this 
form. An ordinary English policy of marine insurance, it is 
said, includes the institute collision clause. This clause covers 
a risk—an exceptional or unusual risk, it is true, but still a risk ; 
and the risk is the having to pay damages and costs in the case 
of a collision due wholly or partly to the negligence of the assured’s 
servant in charge of the vessel, the subject-matter of the insurance. 
If the policy which contains the clause contains also the f.c.s. 
clause, the proper construction of the article is to read it with 
the f.c.s. clause incorporated with it. The clause so far as is 
material would then read—‘ And it is further agreed that if 
the ship hereby insured shall come into collision (other than a 
collision the consequence of hostilities or warlike operations) 
with any other ship or vessel and the assured shall in consequence 
thereof me liable to pay,” &c. If this is the true construction 
of the article and the clause read together, then the omission 
of the clause from the policy leaves the underwriter responsible 
for the loss covered by the article even when the collision is the 
result of the negligence of the servants of the assured, and the 
uestion whether that negligence or the warlike operation is 
the causa proxima of the does not arise. 
that there is oo hing in the decided cases to which attention 
was drawn which necessarily excludes this view. 
Salvador, 4 Ad. and El., 420, decided that the liability to rey 
damages and costs in the case of a collision at sea is, to use : 
Denman's | », neither a necessary A ng ag effect 
of the perils of the sea. To meet this d y the institute 4 
collision clause was introduced into the usual form of Lioyd'’s 
licy. Xenos v. For, L.R. 3 C.P., 630, does not 
Phe subject to which the clause applies is not a risk within the 
ordinary meaning of insurance law. The decision, no doubt, 
was that the clause contains the whole agreement between the 
ies on the subject to which it relates, and consequently 
chat the peril to which the clause relates was not an 
ril covered by the suing and labouring clause. At p. ~<a 
hief Justice Bovill sums up the view ot introduce bew Caaf 


: 
E 








“ We think that this clause does not ini a new su 
matter of insurance to be affected by the usual perils, but is in 
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the nature of an additional clause, as much as the suing and 
labouring clause itself.” I read this decision as meaning that 
the risk covered by the collision clause is an unusual and not 
a usual peril, and that the contract of the parties in relation 
to that peril is to be found within the four corners of the clause- 
The language of Lord Justice Romer in the case of the Cunard 
Steamship Company, Limited v. Marten, 19 T.L.R., 634; 1903, 
2 K.B., at p. 515, is consistent with this view when he speaks 
of the ordinary language of a Lloyd’s policy having “‘ no Say A 
tion to the precise risk insured.” e risk he there refers to 
was the risk undertaken by a clause in the policy in these words : 
“‘ Liability of any kind to the owners of mules owing to the 
omission of the negligence clause in contract.”” It is not, in 
my opinion, necessary to express an opinion on the above argu- 
ment for the appellants, as I think that any possibility of accept- 
ing it is excluded by the express language of the third paragraph 
of clause 19. I read “such risks” as meaning all the risks 
covered by the clause. If this is correct it excludes the risk 
covered by the collision clause, because the extent of the Admir- 
alty’s liability cannot be measured by the scale indicated in 
this paragraph. This scale is applicable, and applicable only, 
to the injury done to the “‘ Warilda ” herself. I should imagine 
that this was the view of the appellants themselves when they 
decided, in the first instance, to limit their claim in the petition 
of right to a declaration in reference to the damages due to that 
injury. Be this as it may, I think that the appeal fails for 
the reasons that I have given, and must be dismissed, with costs. 

WARRINGTON and ScrutTon, L.JJ., delivered judgments to 
the same effect.—CouNsEL: F. D. Mackinnon, K.C., C. R. 
Dunlop, K.C., and H. C. S.. Dumas; Sir Thomas Inskip, K.C., 
W. N. Raeburn, K.C., and R. H. Balloch. Soticrtors.—Parker, 
Garrett & Co.; The Treasury Solicitor. 

[Reported by T. W. Moraas, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


ALLEN v. SMITH. Eve, J. 30th May. 


VENDOR AND PURCHASER— SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE—LEASE 
—UNvUSUAL AND ONEROUS COVENANT—NON-DISCLOSURE— 
Costs oF Notice To REMEDY BREACH—RESCISSION— 
CONVEYANCING AcT, 1881, 44 & 45 Vict. c. 41, s. 14. 


A covenant by a lessee to pay all costs incurred by the lessor of 
a notice to remedy a breach of covenant by the lessee under s. 14 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, is an unusual and onerous covenant, 
and when inserted in a long lease without disclosure is a good defence 
to an action for specific performance and a ground for rescission. 


was an action for specific performance of an agreement 
for a lease. The defendant, a married woman, entered into 
negotiations with the plaintiff for a 99 years lease of a house 
at Shepherd’s Bush, at a premium of £527 and subject to a ground 
rent of six guineas. She paid a deposit of £10 and told the 
plaintiff she could find £327 towards the premium, and the plaintiff 
said that if she would pay that amount she could take immediate 
possession. On 4th September, 1923, the defendant went to the 
plaintiff's office with £327 and the plaintiff's agent produced a 
contract for her to sign. On reading it over the defendant 
asked to see a copy of the lease, and was told by the plaintiff's 
agent that he had not got one with him, but that it was quite an 
ordinary lease, and that if there was anything in it which her 
solicitors did not agree to, she was not compelled to complete. 
The defendant then signed the contract, paid the £2327 and took 
ion. Shortly afterwards a draft lease was submitted to 
= which she then saw for the first time, containing a covenant 
by the lessee in the following terms: “‘ And also will pay all costs, 
charges and expenses, including solicitors’ costs and surveyor’s 
fees, incurred by the lessor for the ee es of and incidental to the 
preparation and service of a notice under s. 14 of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, requiring the lessee to remedy a breach of any of the 
covenants on the part of the lessee herein contained, notwiths‘and- 
ing forfeiture for such breach shall be avoided otherwise than by 
relief granted by the Court.” The defendant declined to complete 
with this covenant inserted, and the building society to which 
she had applied for an advance to enable her to complete, refused 
to make any advance on a lease containing such a covenant. 
By coutshen-claian in the action she asked for re¢cission and repay- 
ment of the £327. It was contended by the defendant that t 
covenant wes unusual and onerous, and ought to have been dis- 
closed: Molyneux v. Hawtrey, 1903, 2 K.B. 487, was, inter alia, 
referred to. 
Eve, J.,said the real question was whether the inclusion of this 
covenant falsified the statement made by the plaintiff's agent that 


the lease was an ordinary lease which Induced the defendant to 
sign the contract. He came to the conclusion that the covenant 
could not be accurately described as one which ought to be’ 
included in an ordinary lease, 


It was not a reasonable covenant to 
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be inserted in a long lease of this nature, and it was ce “sf 
onerous one. The case came within the authorities cited on 
behalf of the defendant. In the result the action failed and must 
be dismissed with costs, and if the plaintiff was still unwi to 
grant the lease with this covenant omitted the defendant would be — 
entitled to rescission of the contract and return of the deposit — 
with interest at 4 per cent., the plaintiff being allowed a reasonable — 
sum for occupation rent to be determined in chambers; the 
costs of the counter-claim to be paid by the plaintiff. CouNsEL; — 


Clayton, K.C., and E. M. Winterbotham; Gover, K.C., ang 
J. A. Hay. Soticrrors: Clifford Webster, Emmet & Coote; 
J. Shirley Turner & Harrison. 


[Reported by 8. E. WiLLIAMs, Barrister-at-Law.] 


In re J. DAMPNEY & CO. LIMITED AND REDUCED. 
Romer J. May 16. 


CoMPANY—PRACTICE—REDUCTION OF CAPITAL—PETITION FOR 
—ForM OF MINUTE FOR REGISTRATION—COMPANIES (Con. - 
SOLIDATION) Act, 1908, 8 Edw. 7, c. 69, ss. 46-51. 

Where a petition for reduction of capital does not involve and 
is not followed by any sub-division, consolidation or reorganization’ 
of share capital, the old form of minute used in eases of simple 
reduction is correct, and it is not necessary to state that the 
has been reduced by virtue of a ial resolution, and with the 
sanction of an order of the High Court of Justice. 

Re North Pole Ice Co., Ltd. and Reduced, 1924, W.N. 131, 
explained. 

Petition. This was a petition for reduction of capital under 
s. 46 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, not involving 
or followed by any sub-division, consolidation or reorganization 
of share capital. The minute in the petition followed the old 
form usual in the case of a simple reduction of capital. 

Romer, J., after stating the facts, said: In the note of In 
Re North Pole Ice Co., Lid. and Reduced, supra, before Eve, J., 
it does not state, as was the fact, that the reduction in that 
case was followed by consolidation and other alterations of 
the share capital, and it is only to cases of a kind similar to 
Re Salinas of Mexico, 1919, W.N. 311, that Eve, J., is referring, 
In the present case the Femme is for simple reduction of capital 
under s. 46 and the old form of minute is sufficient. In cases 
similar to In re Salinis of Mexico, supra, the minute should 
state that the capital of the company has been reduced “ by 
virtue of a special resolution, and with the sanction of an order 
of the High Court of Justice.’”-—-CouNsEL: Hughes, K.C., and 
Cecil Turner. Soticirors: Mazwell, Scriven, Batley & Co. 

[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


NICHOLL v. LLANTWIT MAJOR PARISH COUNCIL. 
Tomlin, J. 13th May. 


BuRIAL GrounD—“ DISUSED BuRIAL GROUND ’’— LAND CONVEYED 
To BuRIAL AUTHORITY—To BE HELD ‘“ ACCORDING TO THE 
TRUE INTENT AND MEANING ”’ OF THE BuRIAL AcTs—USELESS 
FoR BuRIAL GROUND—EXCHANGE—POWER TO CONVEY FREB 
FROM RESTRICTIONS ON BUILDING—BoRIAL ACT, 1852, 15 & 16 
Vict., c. 85, s. 283—-METROPOLITAN OPEN Spaces Act, 1881, 
44 & 45 Vict., c. 34,5. 1—Disusep Buriat Grounps Act, 1884, 
47 & 48 Vict., c. 72, ss. 2, 3, and 5—Opren Spaces Act, 1887, 
50 & 51 Vict., c. 32, ss. 2, 4, and the Schedule—LocaL GOVERN 
MENT AcT,, 1894, 56 & 57 Vict., c. 73, s. 8, s-s. (2). 


The setting anaes for interments referred to in the definition of 


“ burial grow in the Metropolitan Open Spaces Act, 1881, a8 
amended by the Spaces Act, 1887, means an actual physical 
setting apart, and is not complete by the mere conveyance of the land 


for burial purposes without any further act of consecration or 
burial therein. 


Where on a conveyance of land for such a purpose without money 
poymnent therefor to a Council, the Council enter into a covenant 
r certain tithe rent-charges, such land is deemed to be 
“* purchased”’ and comes within 8. 28 of the Burial Act, 1852, # 
that the council can exchange it and convey it back to the vendor 
Sree of any restrictions on building. 


This was a case stated for the opinion of th@ court as to whether 

the relevant statuto visions of certain Burial Acts and fl 
Acts o prevent the reconveyance of a ce 

Pp of freehold land to the plaintiff free from the restrictions 
building upon a disused burial d imposed by s. 8 

ne Sees Bee Sees Se, | 4. The facts were a8 

conveyed land in the parish of L to the Ww 

the duly constituted burial authority for the parish, “ to 

the same unto and to the use of the council their successors 
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for ever according to the frue intent and meaning ”’ of the 

Acts. The property was conveyed by the plaintiff as a 

for the purpose in consideration of a covenant by the council 
gt the tithe rent-charges on two fields, part of which con- 
the land conveyed to the council, while the remainder was 

by the plaintiff. The land proved unfit for burials and 

was never fenced or consecrated, and no interments ever took 
place in it, nor did it adjoin the county burial ground. The 
plaintiff subsequently agreed to exchange the land for other land, 
and this agreement with him was entered into by the council with 
the consent of the parish meeting, when this question subsequently 


Tomtin, J., after stating the facts, said: The question turns 
on the meaning of the words “ disused burial ground.” By 
the Open Spaces Act, 1887, s. 4, the expression ‘‘ burial ground ” 
js to have the same meaning as in the Metropolitan Open Spaces 
Act, 1881, as amended by the Act of 1887, “ and the expression 
‘disused burial ground ’ shall mean any burial ground which is 
no longer used for interments.” The definition of “ burial 

d’”’ in the Act of 1881, as amended by the Act of 1887, is as 
: “ The term ‘ burial ground’ shall include any ground 
whether consecrated or not which has been at any time set apart 
for the purposes of interment.” I have little doubt that this 
means ground set apart for interments and in which interments 
have taken place. ut whether that is so or not,I am satisfied 
that there has been no setting apart for interments which, in my 
j ent, means an actual physical setting apart for the purpose. 
Re Ponsford and Newport District School Board, 1894, 1 Ch. 454, 
at p. 466, and Re Bosworth and Gravesend Corporation, 1905, 
1K.B. 403, at p. 409, and 1905, 2 K.B. 426, are different cases, and 
the observations in the judgments, cited to show that ground which 
has been set apart for interments is a disused burial ground 
although no interments have taken place there, were not n 
to the decisions. I could not have accepted such a view had it 
been necessary for me to determine that without much argument. 
Further the council has power to dispose of the land under s. 28 
of the Burial Act, 1852, for in view of the covenant to redeem the 
rent-charge the land is clearly purchased and comes therefore 
within the section. The council having power both to buy land 
for burial purposes and to dispose of land if not required for these 
, it follows that an exchange of land by them would be 
intra vires. The council can therefore effect the exchange and 
convey the existing land free from any restrictions on building.— 
CouNsEL: Church; Watmough. Souicirors: Taylor, Rowley 
and Lewis, for J. C. Llewellin & Co., Newport, Monmouth. 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.) 


High Court—King’s Bench Division, 
BRAKSPEAR v. BARTON. McCardie, J. 9th April. 


LANDLORD AND ‘TENANT—HOTEL—LICENSED PREMISES— 
INCREASE OF RENT—STANDARD RENT—EXCESS—RIGHT OF 
REcoOVERY—EFFECT OF TIED CLAUSE—INCREASE OF RENT 
AND MORTGAGE INTEREST (RESTRICTIONS) AcT, 1920, 10 & 11 
Geo. V., c. 17, ss. 1, 2, 8, 12. 


Certain premises were let by a lease, dated 14th December, 1920, 
fora term of years commencing on the 25th March, 1920, at a higher 
rent than that for which they had previously been let. 


Held, in an action by the landlord to recover arrears of rent, 
that the increased rent began to accrue on the 26th March, 1920, 
and that the rent had been therefore increased, within the meaning 
of 8. 1 of the Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest (Restrictions) 
Act, 1920, ‘‘ since March 25, 1920,” and that the excess of the agreed 
rent over the standard rent was not recoverable from the tenant. 


Held, also, that a tie clause being disregarded the Rent 
Restriction Acts, discount for goods supplied under the tie must 
also be disregarded. 


Goldsmith v. Orr, 64 Sox. J., 615; 1920, W.N. 250, referred 
lo. Raikes v. Ogle, 1921, 1 K.B. 576 applied. 


Action for (inter alia) recovery of rent in respect of premises 
subject to the provisions of the Rent Restriction Acts. The 
, and the various questions for the decision of the court are 


stated in the judgment. 
cCarpiz, J., delivering a reserved judgment, said that the 
main claim by the plaintiffs was for rent due. The defendant, 
his counter-claim demanded a heavy sum, and his 
demand on the asserted operation of the Rent Restriction Acts 
favour as thereinafter stated. The case related to three 
distinct sets of premises, viz.: the ‘‘ Catherine Wheel” Hotel, 
and two other sets of premises, all at Henley-on-Thames. The 
tiffs were brewers at Henley. They were owners of the 
named sets of premises, which were leased by them to the 
t by three separate indentures, each dated Ildth 
December, 1920, Separate points (apart from the common 








points) applied to each of the premises. The only convenient 
way of dealing with the case and of avoiding confusion was to 
take the premises separately. He could then, when dealing 
with the first set, express his view on points which applied also 
to the three sets, taking, to begin with, the ‘“‘ Catherine Wheel ” 
Hotel. It was — licensed. agreed that the rateable 
value was, at all material times, £68. It was let to the defendant, 
by lease dated 14th December, 1920, for seven years from 25th 
arch, 1920, at £120 per annum. If that rent could not stand, 
then the standard rent must be either £68 or £75 for reasons 
which he would give later. The first point of the plaintiffs, 
that the Rent Restriction Acts did not apply to —— such 
as these, came far too late, and he m hold that the Rent 
Restriction Acts did apply to the “ Catherine Wheel” Hotel, having 
regard to Epsom Grand Stand Association v. Clarke, 63 Sox. J. 
642, and to s. 12 (2), (ii) of the Act of 1920, and s. 4 of the 
Rent and Mortgage Interest Restrictions Act, 1923, 13 and 14 
Geo. 5, c. 32. The second point as to the “‘ Catherine Wheel ” 
arose thus. The words of the lease were: ‘‘ To hold the said 
jo apy with the appurtenances unto the tenant from the 
5th day of March, 1920, for the term of seven years at the yearly 
rent of £120.” It was admitted by the plaintiffs that the rent 
up to 25th March, 1920, was less than £120. The plaintiffs 
submitted that, assuming the premises to fall within the Rent 
Restriction Acts, there had been no increase of rent falling within 
8. 1 of the Act of 1920, which provided, so far as it was necessary 
to set it out: “‘ Subject to the provisions of this Act, where the 
rent of any dwelling-house to which this Act applies . . . has 
been, since the 25th day of March, 1920, or is h increased 
then, if the increased rent . . . exceeds by more than the amount 
permitted under this Act the standard rent . . . the amount of 
such excess shall, notwithstanding any agreement to the contrary, 
be irrecoverable from the tenant.” The argument for the 
laintiffs was that there had been no increase since 25th March, 
920. The date of the Act was 2nd July, 1920. The date of the 
lease was 14th December, 1920. The words of the lease were 
“ from the 25th day of March, 1920.” i 
that, inasmuch as the increased rent began to operate on and 
including 25th March, 1920, and so began to accrue on that 
date, therefore there had been no increase since 25th March, 
- In Goldsmith v. Orr, supra, which was a case relat to 
remises subject to the Rent Restriction Acts, Bankes, a 
eld that the material date to be considered on the question 
when an increase of rent was made was the date on which the 
increase pe py sen and not Yr date tg a ae 
was oeeeen on between parties, and Scrutton, L.J., ap y 
took the same view. Thus the Court of rt a held that the 
test was “‘ when did the increase become effective”? Applying 
to the present case the test of the majority of the court in 
Goldsmith v. Orr, supra, then the question was as to when the 
increase on in December, 1920, became effective. The 
new lease of that month ran back to 25th March, 1920, and the 
words of the lease were “from the 25th day of March, 1920.” 
Thus the plaintiffs relied, to begin with, on Goldsmith v. Orr, 
supra. But the defendant said that even accepting the test of 
Goldsmith v. Orr, supra, as correct, yet there was a decision 
which, covered the point in discussion. He relied on Raikes v. 
Ogle, supra, where Acton, J., had before him a point really 
indistinguishable from the present. He held on s. 1 of the Act 
of 1920, (a) that the material date was the date when the increased 
rent to accrue—thus following the a t opinion of 
the majority in Goldsmith v. Orr, supra; (b) t upon a letting 
from 25th March, 1920, at an increased rent, the rent — 
to accrue on 26th March, 1920, and not on 25th March, 1 3 
and (c) that, therefore, there had been an increase since 25th 
March, 1920, under s. 1 of the Act of 1920. The words of the 
lease there as in the present case were “ from March 25, 1920.” 
The defendant submitted that the decision in Raikes v. Ogle, 
supra, was correct, and ought to be followed. His lordship 
referred to cases which were cited to him in argument in support 
of and against the correctness of the decision of Raikes v. Ogle, 
supra. Amongst the cases referred to were Sidebotham v. 
Holland, 1895, 1 Q.B. 378 ; Goldsmith's Company v. West Metro- 
politan Railway Company, 52 W.R. 21, 1904, 1 KB. 1; Page v. 
More, 15 Q.B. 684; and Meggeson v. Groves, 61 Son. J. 115, 
1917, 1 Ch. 158. The case of Raikes v. Ogle, supra, had been 
acted on in a large number of cases in the County Court. More- 
over it was cited by a Divisional Court without disapprobation 
in Schmit v. Christy, 66 Sox. J. 589; 1922, 2 K.B. 60; and was 
also cited without disapproval in Michael v. Phillips, 68 Sox. J. 
1924, 1 K.B. 16. Upon the whole he came to the view 
that, for the p of this case only, and in connection only with 
the Rent Restriction Acts, he ought to follow the decision in 
Raikes v. Ogle, supra, as to the meaning of the word “ since.” 
It seemed to have into the accepted views on the Rent 
Restriction Acte. e must accordingly hold, on the authorit 
of that decision and under the circumstances which he 
already stated, that the rent had been increased since the 
March, 1920. If that was the case, what was the effect of 
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Rent Restriction Act, 1920, on the lease of December, 1920 ? 
Apparently the effect was that the lease as a bargain stood, 
save in so far as its provisions were obliterated or modified by 
the effect of the Act. Hence there was no binding clause for 
the contract rental of £120 in the lease. He inferred, however, 
that the agreement for payment of rent stood to the extent 
allowed by the Act. In other words the standard rent must be 
substituted for the agreed rent. The excess of the latter over 
the former was not recoverable. After stating the details 
to the leases of the ‘‘ Catherine Wheel” and referring 
to ss. 12 (1) (a), and (7) of the Act of 1920, his lordship held that 
the standard rent of the “‘ Catherine Wheel ” was £7 , and that 
the plaintiffs could only recover i the defendant at that 
rate of £75. That figure was subject to a point to be thereinafter 
mentioned as to repairs. A further point arose with regard to 
@ counter-claim by the defendant in respect of loss of ten 
cent. discount which had previously been allowed to him, but 
which ceased to be payable — the new lease of December, 
1920. By that lease a “ tie ” clause was continued, but no right 
to discount was given. It was contended on behalf of the 
defendant that the loss of this discount amounted to an increase 
in the rent, having regard to s. 2 (3) of the Act of 1920, and s. 8 (1) 
of that statute. His lordship said that he thought that it was 
now settled law that the “ Nie ” must be disregarded for the 
peepee of the Rent Restriction Acts. That seemed to follow 
m decisions such as Westminster and General Properties and 
Investment Co. v. Simmons, 1919, W.N. 241, 35 Times L.R. 669 ; 
and Glossop v. Ashley, 65 SoL. x 695 ; 1921, 2 K.B, 451. If 
the tie must be disregarded it would seem to follow that the 
discount for goods supplied under the tie must also be dis- 
regarded. If the tie were collateral only, then the discount was 
ultra-collateral and outside the considerations relevant in the 
eo case. He so held, and, if criticism were directed against 
e ruling, then he could only reply that he was not suapemaiele 
ag the drafting of the Rent Restriction Acts. He was caught 
in the net of sections and decisions. Even if he were wrong as 
to the irrelevance of the tie and discount under s. 2 (3), he should 
still hold that s. 8 of the Act of 1920 did not refer to such a matter 
as the present. This cessation of discount was not a “ fine, 
premium or of other like sum’”’ for the “‘ grant, renewal, or con- 
tinuance of a tenancy.” He therefore held that the counter- 
claim failed. With regard to a question as to repairs, the plaintiffs 
admitted that the lease of 1920 contained provisions more 
onerous than those in the oor lease. It therefore followed 
that as to such repairs, s. 2 (3) applied, and that by virtue of 
s. 2 (6) any question arising under s. 2 (3) was to be determined 
on the ap — of either landlord or tenant by the County 
Court, and that the decision of the court should be final and 
conclusive. One or other of the parties must therefore i 
the County Court to settle that point of dispute. His lo 
proceeded to deal with the remaining questions which arose in 
respect of the two other premises concerned and, having dis- 
missed the counter-claim, said that, after the County Court 
Judge had considered the matters which the Rent Restriction 
Act had thought fit to entrust to his exclusive jurisdiction, the 
action could mentioned again and his lordship could then 
adjust the figures (unless they were agreed upon by sommes)» 
and deal with any question of costs. He regretted that t 
t was not more favourable to the plaintiffs, for he wae 
satisfied that each one of the leases was perfect] ae oe 
So eee OOF Se ae ele ene ee: pb meg 
H. Moresby; Holman Gregory, K.C., and gm 
crrors: Dodd & Blaker for Mercer & Blaker, ry ae 
Thames Webster & Webster, for Z. T. Hatt, 
(Reported by J. L. Dumison, Barrister-at-Law.] 


—_—_—_—_— 
_——_ 


iti 








In Parliament, 


House of Commons. 


Questions. 


WOREMEN’S COMPENSATION ACT (ADOPTED 
CHILDREN). 


Mr. Caanites Epwarps (Monmouth, Bedwellty), asked the 
Home Secretary whether he is aware that, on the death of a 
man caused by accident, no provision is made in the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1923, for any ado child, whether related 
or not, who may have been ~ by him; and will he take 
steps to have this hardship rect ified ? 

Mr Hewperson: I am advised that the inclusion of adopted 
children among the vg temas entitled to claim compensation 
could only be effected amending tion which cannot be 
undertaken this Sesion. The of my hon. Friend will, 
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IRISH BOUNDARY COMMISSION. 
APPOINTMENT OF CHAIRMAN. 


Mr. BALDWIN (Bewdley) (by Private Notice) asked the F 
Minister whether he can now announce the name of the Chair 
of the Irish Boundary Commission ? 

THE Prime MrinisTeR (Mr. J. Ramsay MacDonald): With 
full — of the Government of the Union of South Afrig 
His jesty’s Government have asked Mr. Justice Feetha 
member of the South African Supreme Court, to undertake thi 
duty. Iam very glad to be able to inform the House that % 
Justice Feetham has accepted the appointment, and will leg 
South Africa for this country next week. 

——— I may be permitted to remind the House that 
Justice Feetham has already rendered valuable public se 
in connection with Indian reforms. Mr. Montagu availed hir 
of his advice on constitutional questions in the discus 
and investigations preliminary to the drafting of the Governg 
of India Bill of 1919. He served with distinction as Chai 
of the important Committee then appointed by the Secret 
of State for India to inquire into questions connected with th 
division of functions in India between the Central and Provi 
Governments, and in the Provincial Governments in that county 
between the Executive Council and Ministers, a question th 
complexity and importance of which it would be difficult 
overstate. Consequent on the Report of this Committe, 
Mr. Feetham gave evidence before the Joint Select Committe 
of both Houses which sat in the course of 1919 to consider th 
constitutional reforms proposed in India. 
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Bills Presented. 


Government Houses (Facilities for Letting) Bill—‘ to pee 
the sale of certain vacant dwelling-houses and to cause the 

to be made available for letting’: Sir Kingsley Wood, on leay 
given. [Bill 160.] 

Electricity (Supply) Acts (1882 to 1922) Amendment Bill- 
“to increase the powers of joint electricity authorities”; 
Mr. Percy Harris, on leave given. [Bill 162.] (4th June.) 

Births and Deaths Registration Bill—‘‘to amend the Lay 
relating to certification of still-births and deaths, and the disposal 
of the dead ’’: Lieut.-Colonel Fremantle. [Bill 165.] 

Building Materials (Charges and Supply) Bill—‘ to prevent 
excessive charges for Building Materials, and to make provision 
for securing an adequate supply of such materials ; ; and for other 
purposes incidental thereto’: Mr. Wheatley. [Bill 166.] 

Housing (Financial Provisions) Bill—‘‘ to amend the finaneial 
provisions of the Housing, etc., Act, 1923, and for other — 
incidental thereto or connected therewith *: Mr. 

[Bill 168.] . (5th June.) 

Housing (Regulation of Size of Bricks) Bill—‘“‘ to fix dimensions 
of bricks used in housing schemes subsidized by the State”: 
Mr. Sunlight, on leave given, by 140 to 139. [Bill 169.] 

(17th June.) 





Bills under Consideration. 


4th June. oe (Financial Provisions aa ee =e: Finaneial 
resolution (ante, p. 68) further considered an 
War Charges (Validity) (No. 2) Bill and Small De sew (Scotland) 
Bill. Read the Third time and passed. 
5th June. Carriage of Goods ra Sea Bill (Lords). Second 
Resting mwed by the President of the Board of Trade, Mr. Webb, 
en after su oy by Sir Leslie Scott, who spoke of it 
as essent ‘ily an eet - motion agreed to and Bill committed 
to a Standing Committee 
6th June. On motion for adjournment for Whitsuntide —_ 
discussion of the Treaty of Lausanne and the relations of 
Government and the Dominions in regard to it (Sir Edwani 
), India (Earl Winterton), Industrial Disputes (Sir Kingsley 
), and Education (Wales) (Mr. Rhys Morris). 
"ee adjourned till 16th June. 
16th June. Prevention of Eviction Bill. Lords Amendments 
considered and with. 
London Traffic Bill. As amended in the Standing Committe 
considered. Debate adjourned. 
Town Councils (Scotland) Bill. Read a Second time ard 
committed to a Standing Committee. 
China Indemnity Application Bill. Second Reading moved 
by the Under-Sec of State for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Po 
and after debate, carried by 116 to 56. Bill read a Second time 
and committed to a Standing Committee 


Merchant Shipping (International Labour Conventions) 


time and committed to a Stand 
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Motions. 
AFFORESTATION. 


4th June. Mr. FREDERICK MARTIN moved— ; 
“That this House urges upon the Government the desirabilit 
of extending the operations of the Forestry Commission and, 
rally, of promoting the interest of Afforestation, as a means 
of increasing the capital assets of the country, providing employ- 
ment in a healthy and remunerative occupation, and, pantioulaa! y 


~ in the Highland and certain other Scottish counties facilitating 


the settlement of smallholders on an economic basis.” 
After debate agreed to. 


IMPERIAL PREFERENCE. 


17th June. Motion in the name of Mr. BALDWIN :— 
“That this House, having taken into consideration the pro- 
with respect to tariff preference for Empire goods which 
Bis, Majesty's late Government intimated at the Imperial 
Economic Conference in 1923 that they intended to submit to 
Parliament, is of opinion that the following dried fruits now 
subject to duty, that is to say, figs, raisins, plums and currants, 
should, if of Empire origin, be free from all import duties on 
importation into Great Britain.” 
iscussed and debate adjourned. 











Societies. 


The Law Society. 


.The Annual General Meeting of the members of The Law 
Society will be held in the Hall of the Society on Friday, the 
25th day of July next, at 2 p.m. 

The following are the names of the members of the council 
retiring by rotation :— 


Sir William Bull. Mr. Dowson. 
Mr. Charlesworth. Mr. Foster. 

Mr. Coward. Mr. Lyttelton. 
Mr. Dawes. Mr. Rowe. 

Mr. Dibdin. Mr. Wightman. 


So far as is known they will be nominated for re-election. 
There are two other vacancies, caused by the death of Sir 
Walter Trower and the resignation of Sir Homewood Crawford. 
By Order, 
E. R. Cook, 
Law Society’s Hall, Secretary. 
18th June, 1924. 





Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The monthly meeting of the Directors was held at The Law 
Society’s Hall, Chancery Lane, London, on the I11th inst., 
Mr. R. W. Poole in the chair. The other Directors present were 
Messrs. E. R. Cook, T. S. Curtis, E. F. Dent, E. B. Knight, 
M. A. Tweedie, and A. B. Urmston (Maidstone). £757 was 
distributed in grants of relief, eighteen new members were 
admitted, and other general business transacted. 








The Bowes-Lyon Legitimacy Case. 


The final stage in the eg oy suit took place 
in the Court of Session at burgh last Saturday, when 
Lord Morison, having previously granted a decree as sought, 
delivered his considered judgment. The plaintiff was Constance 
Mary Lyon, an Aberdeen shop girl, whose case was that she was 
legitimated by the marriage of her nts, Hubert Ernest 
eerer lyon and the late Mary Agnes Hay Smeaton, or Bowes- 
yon 


His Lordship said the marriage was og Be ay, The 
uestions in the case were: Was it proved that they had a 
hter, and was it proved that the plaintiff was the daughter ? 

In his lordship’s opinion both questions must be answered in the 
affirmative. It was not unnatural, he said, that the defendant 
and his wife were anxious to conceal the birth of their daughter 
from their os. Mrs. Lyon appeared to have vaginal her 
daughter's birth as legitimate, as she was entitled to do, the 
ts’ domicile being Scottish, both at the date of birth and 
marriage. The evidence in the case, he added, established 
on oaaiy of the plaintiff as the daughter of the defendant and 
e. 


Referring to the letter written by Mrs. Bowes-L to 
Mrs. Collie, of Aberdeen, to whom the child was en ,» his 
lordship said it a plan which, if carried out, would have 
concealed the tiff’s identity. In the result, it had proved 
to be a striking piece of evidence in her favour in this case. 
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Stock Exchange Prices of certain 


Trustee Securities. 


Bank Rate 4%. Next London Stock Exchange Settlement, 
Thursday, 26th June. 











INTEREST 
sth June, | YHRED. 
English Government Securities. 2s. a. 
Consols 2$% re “s ne a 57% |4 7 0 
War Loan 5% 1929-47 PP ie rs 101% |418 6 
War Loan 44% 1925-45 .. my aid 97% | 412 0 
War Loan 4% (Tax free) 1929-42 .. ae 1024 |318 9 
War Loan 34% Ist March 1928 .. a 974 |312 6 
Funding 4% Loan 1960-90. . om pass 89; |4 9 6 
Victory 4% Bonds (available at par for 
Estate Duty) Pe ¥s < is 923 |4 6 0 
Conversion Loan 3}% 1961 or after “s 78 49 0 
Local Loans 3% 1912 or after .. ne 65 411 0 
India 54% 15th January 1932... -- | lOljxd.|5 8 0O 
India 44% 1950-55 .. ae +s es 883 |5 1 6 
India 34% .. os es se a 67 5 4 6 
India 3% os e- ne ca 58 5 3 6 
Colonial Securities. 
British E. Africa 6% 1946-56 1133 |5 6 0 
Jamaica 44% 1941-71 Ke 95 414 6 
New South Wales 5% 1932-42 .. o's 1013 | 418 6 
New South Wales 44% 1935-45 .. mi 954 | 414 6 
Queensland 44% 1920-25 .. és iia 100} |4 9 6 
S. Australia 54% 1926-36 .. ‘ia ay 844 |4 3 0 
Victoria 5% 1932-42 ee se as 1014 |418 6 
New Zealand 4% 1929 ee 96 43 6 
Canada 3% 1938 .. sai re »s 834 |312 0 
Cape of Good Hope 34 % 1929-49 .. ae 80; |4 7 0 


Corporation Stocks. 
Ldn. Cty. 24% Con. Stk. after 1920 at 








option of M. <o ee oe ee 544 | 412 0 
Ldn. Cty. 3% Con. Stk. after 1920 at 

option of rie ee oe ee os 653 (| 411 6 
Birmingham 3% on or after 1947 at option 

of Corpn. .. eo ee oe os 65 412 6 
Bristol 34% 1925-65 - as nd 77 411 0 
Cardiff 3 1935 .. sie es a 874 |4 0 0 
Glasgow $7 1925-40 «* en “ 754 (3 6 6 
Live $% on or after 1942 at option 

of Mis <0 ee oo os oe 77 411 0 
Manchester 8% on or after 1941 Py es 6€} (|410 6 
Newcastle 34% irredeemable: a wt 76 412 0 
Nottingham 3% irredeemable en oa 64 413 0 
Plymouth 3% 1920-60 o> — on 69 460 
Middlesex 0.0. 33% 1927-4 oe a 82 465 6 

English Railway Prior Charges. 

Gt. Western Rly. 4% Debenture .. as 88 411 0 
Gt. Western Rly. 5% Rent Charge “* 106 414 0 
Gt. Western Rly. 5% Preference .. ee 104 416 0 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Debenture .. 86 413 0 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Guaranteed .. 84 414 6 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Ist Preference 81 418 0 
L. Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4 benture ee 85ixd., 4 14 0 
L. Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Guaranteed .. 844 (414 6 
L. Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Preference ee 8l$ (418 0 
Southern Railway 4 benture . . es S4jxd.' 414 6 
Southern Railway 5% Guaranteed ee oe . : ° 


Southern Railway 5% Preference . . 


New Scotland Yard has been asked to assist in tracing 
Mr. Darracott Seymour, a solicitor, of John-street, Bedford-row, 


W.C., who has been mi 

41, 5 feet 6} in in height, brown hair, t 
e, high forehead, and pince-nez glasses. He was dressed 
orthing hast cues, getting, inbe'a tunis i ama 

x e was seen a ‘s 
Inn-road about 2 o'clock on llth June. The man 
served as an officer in the Sussex Regiment, and from 
shell-shock. One of his fingers has been dislocated, and is 
crooked. It is thought that he may be suffering from loss of 
meniory 
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The Thames Conservancy Bill. 


A somewhat curious position arose during the recent pro- 
ceedings before a Select Committee of the House of Commons, 
presided over by Major The Hon. W. Ormsby Gore, D.S.O., M.P., 
to whom a Bill promoted by the Thames Conservancy during the 
present Session of Parliament was referred. 

The Bill was mainly for the purpose of making provision for 
the future revenue of the Conservancy ; and the proposed con- 
tributories, who petitioned against the Bill and were represented 
before the Committee by counsel, on the one hand objected 
individually to those provisions of the Bill which sought to make 
them contributories, and on the other hand were in favour of 
the provisions by which contributories other than themselves 
would be made liable. 

The effect of this was to divide the opponents into two main 
groups whose respective cases were hostile not only to the 
promoters but also to each other, with the result that, during the 
ane ewe of the promoters’ case, the cross-examination of the 
atter’s witnesses by one group of opponents was, in so far as it 
was directed against the other group, equivalent to examination 
or re-examination on behalf of the promoters ; and, similarly, the 
speeches of counsel for one group of petitioners and the evidence- 
in-chief of their witnesses supported, pro tanto, the promoters’ 
case against the other group. 

After a lengthy hearing the Committee approved the Bill, 
subject to various amendments which provided an adjustment of 
the disclaimers of the rival opponents. 








The New Free State Judges. 


The new Courts of Justice of the Free State were, says the 
correspondent of The Times at Dublin, in a message of the 11th 
inst., _—" in Dublin on that day in the presence of a large 
assembly. Chief Justice Kennedy was sworn in before th 
Governor-General on the previous day, and he administered the 
oath to the eight other judges, who have been appointed under 
the Judiciary Act. 

The ceremony of swearing in took place in Dublin Castle, 
but was shorn of all the pomp and circumstance of the old days, 
as the rules of court for the new judiciary have not yet been 
determined. The judges wore neither wigs nor gowns, but were 
dressed in frock-coats and silk hats. The procession started 
from the old Privy Council Chambers and made its way to the 
former Throne Room, where the oath was administered. Those 
present included Mr. Cosgrave and the members of the Executive 
Council, Lord Glenavy, Chairman of the Senate, and most of 
the leading members of the Free State Government. 

When the new judges had been sworn in, the Chief Justice 
announced that the Governor-General had appointed Mr. John 
O’Byrne to be Attorney-General of the Free State, and had also 
appointed him to be a King’s Counsel. He then called Mr. 
O’Byrne within the Bar. The new Attorney-General addressed 
the Assembly, es the new judges and promising 
them the full assistance of the Bar in the performance of the 
tasks which lay before them. Chief Justice Kennedy replied, 
speaking first in Irish and afterwards in English. 

The work of the new courts will be taken up without delay. 
The rules of court are under consideration, and probably a 
distinctive dress will be appointed. In the meantime the 
barristers will continue to wear their wigs and gowns, but appar- 
ently the judges will wear ordinary morning dress on the Bench. 








A Case of Workmen’s Compensation 


The case of G. W. Beechner v. Green & Silley Weir was heard 
on Monday in the City of London Court, before Judge Shewell 
Cooper and a jury, the a being represented by Mr. Williams 
and Mr. Helme, and the defendants by Mr. G. St. C. Pilcher. 

The plaintiff was a plater’s helper in the employ of Messrs. 
Green & Silley Weir, and made a claim under the Employers’ 
Liability Act in ar = pes of injuries to his leg. At the time of the 
accident the plaintiff was working at a horizontal press, and his 
claim was based upon an alleged defective pad oo of this 
machine and upon the alleged negligence of the defendant’s 
foreman and plater in charge of the operation. After hearing a 
number of witnesses on either side, and being addressed by counsel 
for both parties, the jury returned a verdict in favour of the 
defendants. 

Judge Shewell Cooper thereupon dismissed the action, with 
costs, remarking that it was a case which should never have been 
brought under the Employers’ Liability Act, and that the 

laintiff’s proper course was to have made a claim under the 

orkmen’s Compensation Act, . 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 








June 21, 1924” 








Printers and the Law. 


Mr. Ernest Edward Cutts, trading as the Pyramid Pres 
Bream’s-buildings, Chancery-lane, appeared, says The Times, 
before Mr. Wilberforce at Bow-street Police Court on Thursday 
the 12th inst., to three summonses charging him with prin 
a circular pamphlet and a ticket in connection with ‘‘ Duggan® 
£25,000 Derby Scheme ” without the name and address o 
—— appearing on them. Mr. Sidney Freeman, othe 5 

uglas Stuart, of New Oxford-street, was also summoned f 
publishing the same documents without bearing the printer's 
name and address, but the case against him was formally 
adjourned for the convenience of his counsel. - 

Mr. Herbert Muskett, opening the case against Mr. Cutts, 
said that he was summoned for a technical breach of the News. 





% 





papers, Printers, and Reading Rooms Repeal Act, 1869. The | 


scheme referred to in the summons was something in the natur 
of a competition which might possibly be a lottery, but as to 
that he did not know. The names of ten Derby winners wer 


given, and competitors were required to place them in order of 


merit. It was the old question of whether it was a contest of 


skill or chance. 


printed by Mr. Cutts, and on the latter being interviewed he 
said that he had received an order for printing a miilion circulars, 
half a million pamphlets, and half a million tickets. He also 
said that the omission of the printer’s name and address wag 
due to an oversight on the part of his works foreman. Mp. 
Muskett added that the maximum penalty was £5 for every 
document. printed—10,000,000 in all. It was important that 
the law should be complied with for the pu of detecting 
those who were responsible for this sort of wild cat scheme. 

Mr. Beecher Bryant, who defended, urged that printers as a 
rule were very ignorant of the law on this matter. Before under- 
taking this printing work Mr. Cutts took the advice of King’s 
Counsel, and was assured that the competition was not a lottery. 
He was not aware of his obligation to put the printer’s name and 
address on the documents. 

The Magistrate ordered Mr. Cutts to pay a fine of 20s. on each 
of the three summonses, and £7 16s. costs—£10 16s. in all. 


« 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


The following judicial appointments have been made by the 
Irish Free State Government :— 
Lord Chief Justice: Mr. HuaH KEeNNEpy, K.C., who has 
been the Attorney-General in the Free State. 
President of the High Court: Mr. T. SULLIVAN, K.C. 
Judges of the Supreme Court: The Right Hon. CHARLEs A. 
+ > gee (Master of the Rolls), and Mr. GERALD FirzGiBBon, 


Judges of the High Court: Messrs. J. CREED MEREDITH, 
T. L. O’SHAUGHNEssY, W. E. WY.ie, W. J. JonnstTon, and 
JaMEs A. MURNAGHAN. 





General. 


Mr. John Fearnley (59), of Birkenhead, solicitor, formerly 
Town Clerk of Birkenhead, left estate of gross value £6,391 
(net personalty £5,052). 

Mr. Charles Richard Gunner, solicitor and banker, of Ridge- 
meade, Bishops Waltham, Southampton, who died on 4th 
February, aged seventy-one, has left estate of the value of 
£44,962, with net personalty £34,342. The testator gives £100 
each to his partners, Frank Gillson and Charles W. A. Carpenter. 


Sir Walter Trower, of Westbourne-terrace, Hyde Park, W., 
and of New-square, Lincoln’s Inn, W.C., solicitor, a former 
president of The Law Society, who died at Hove on 5th April, 
aged seventy-one, left estate of the gross value of £73,961, with 
net personalty £70,888. He left £100 to his partner, Arthur 
Trowbridge Keeling. 

Mr. Charles L. Nordon, LL.B., Solicitor, of 46, Moorgate, E.C.2, 
was unanimously adopted as prospective Parliamentary candi- 
date for Central Southwark, at a meeting of the Central Southwark 
Conservative Association, held on the 16th imst., under the 
chairmanship of Sir John Dewrance, K.B.E. Mr. Nordon 
contested the seat at the last election. 


Sir Nathaniel Joseph Highmore, G.B.E., K.C.B., of Harby- 
browe, Worcester Park, Surrey, late Solicitor to H.M. Customs 
and Excise, and afterwards Secretary to the War Trade Depart- 
ment, who died on 15th April, has left estate of the value of 




















Information was obtained from the promoters — 
that the literature and tickets, which were 10s. each, had been © 
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33, The testator leaves, subject to the life interest of 
wife and daughter, the portrait of Dr. Nathaniel Highmore, 
ist, by Sir Peter Lely, to the National Portrait 





“wish the police would give up using the word ‘ altercation,’ ”’ 
Mr. Hay Fralkett, the eouebens magistrate, during a case 
him on the 6th inst. ‘‘ It is unnecessarily long; very 

itis not understood by prisoners, and it may mean something 

is not disorderly, or something which is exceedingly 













Twise | jerly. ‘ Altercation’ is a word I should like to see dis- 
. from the vocabulary of police officers in drunken charges.”’ 
nter’g fhe magistrate also reproved a constable for using the word 
mally ur.” “ You use very grand words,” he said, ‘and 


demeano 
don’t understand you a bit.” 


Mr. Justice Roche, in charging the Grand Jury at the Lancaster 
»s on Wednesday, said he was a profound believer in the 
euit system, desiring that justice should come to people rather 

that they should be put to considerable expense to get it. 
fe also expressed satisfaction that the machinery for dealing 





ler of fgeth probationers was being improved. It was a mistake to 
st of Mphink that every first offender should be placed on probation. 
oters fgthere were certain classes of offences by persons in positions of 
been like railway and postal servants, which it was desirable 
d he aid be treated differently. Many people stole from com- 
lars, panies who would not steal from private individuals, and still 
also pre people stole from the Government who would not steal 
Wag acompany. This would have to be considered by those who 
Mr. d increase State control and management in industrial 
very rs. Some people ——— it would be better if they had State 
that mtrol, but that was not his experience in Courts of Law. His 
ting odship sentenced a first offender, Gillie Davies, thirty-six, a 


»» manager, to eight months’ imprisonment in the second 
fivision for embezzling £60 and forgery at Barrow. 








der- 
ng’s 
ery. 
and Court Papers. 
= Supreme Court of Judicature. 
= ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
EMERGENCY APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota. No. 1. Eve. ROMER. 
onday June > Mr. -_— Mr. 7 Beach Mr. ee Beach Mr. —— 
Tuesday ...... 2 ° oxam joxam Beach 
a oe. 2 Ritchie More Hicks Beach Bloxam 
vee 26 Synge Jolly Bloxam Hicks Beach 
aoe Hicks Beach Ritchie Hicks Beach Bloxam 
Bieee 28 Bloxam Synge Bloxam Hicks Beach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
the ASTBURY. P.O. LAWRENCE. RUSSELL. TOMLIN. 
Monday June - Mr. Synge Mr. — Mr. —~ Mr. oo 
paday ...... 24 itchie ynge olly ore 
vas psday ... 25 Synge Ritchie More Jolly 
fhursday ..... 26 Ritchie Synge Jolly More 
fiday ....... 27 Synge Ritchie More Jolly 
A sturday ..... 28 Ritchie Synge Jolly More 





Crown Office, House of Lords, S.W.1, 
'H, 16th June, 1924. 





ad Days and places fixed for holding the Summer Assizes, 1924 :— 
NORTH EASTERN CIRCUIT. 
Mr. Justice Swirt. 
Mr. Justice ACTON. 
ly Tuesday, 24th June, at York. 
21 Monday, 30th June, at Durham. 
Monday, 7th Juiy, at Newcastle. 
e- Monday, 14th July, at Leeds. 
h 
f 
0 THE COURT OF APPEAL. 
Pe TRINITY SITTINGS, 1924, 
> APPEALS. Re: Finlay Faber v The Official 
“4 FROM THE CHANCERY Receiver & ors 
, DIVISION. "5 Edward Young & Co ld v Grierson, 
h ; : Oldham & Co ld (pt hd) (s.0. to 
r (Final List.) June 17) : 
Standing for Judgment. Re Railways Act, 1921 Re The 


Absorption of the Brighton & 
Dyke Ry Co by the Southern Ry 
Co 


The British Hispano Line ld v 
Pittard & anr 

Shale Products ld v Hall & ors 

Kelly v Edward Sharp & Sons ld 

Johnson v Wild & Co 

Broad v Ager 

Sherwood v Tucker 


Deuchar v The Gas Light & Coke 
Co (c.a.v. May 22) 


For Hearing. 


Slack v Leeds Industrial Soe Id (by 
order) (pt hd) (not before June 23) 
York Corpn v Henry Letham & Sons 


British Oxygen Co ld v The Maine 
Lighting Co 


= “aa 
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‘Re Allott Hanmer v Allott 

jRe Scott Walford v Hawksley & ors 

‘Companies (Winding Up) Re Com- 
panies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 
Re City Equitable Fire Insce Co 
Id 


The York Glass Co ld v Jubb (s.o. 
until after enquiry as to damages) 
(June 5) 


FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 


(In Bankruptcy.) 
Re Morris Cohen (Expte W H W 


Greenslade, Trustee v W R Snow 
& Co, a firm) 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE 
COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(Final List.) 

1924. 

Re Atkinson Atkinson v Weight- 
man & ors (not before Michael- 

mas) 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND 
PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISIONS. 


(Interlocutory List.) 
1924. 
The British Thomson-Houston Co 


ld v. The Commercial Electric Co 
Id & ors (8.0. to fix a day) 


FROM THE PROBATE AND 
DIVORCE DIVISION. 


(Final List.) - 
1924. 


Divorce Legg v Legg & Landolf 
Divorce Kisby v Kisby & Nash 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 


(Final and New Trial List.) 
For Judgment. 


The King v Roberts (expte Scurr) 
The King v Roberts, expte Whit- 
worth & ors 


For Hearing. 
1922. 


Clear & Co ld (Sellers) v Bloch (pt 
hd) (restored Feb 6, 1923) (s.o. 
for Attorney-Gen) 

Same v Same (restored Feb 6, 1923) 
(s.o. for Attorney-Gen) 


1923. 


Re Agricultural Holdings Acts Fay 
& ors (Tenants) v Williamson & 
anr (8.0. pending decision in House 
of Lords) 

Revenue Wilcock, H M Inspector of 
Taxes v Pinto & Co 

Re Petn of Right of Thomas & John 
Brocklebank Id 

The Sheet Iron Workers & Light 
Platers Soc & ors v The Boiler- 
makers & Iron & Steel Ship- 
builders Soc (s.o. generally May 9) 

Drakers ld v David King ld 

H A Brightman & Co (Owners) v 


Bunge-y-Born Limitada, &c 
(restored to List March 11) 
1924, 
Roscoe, T & H v British Coal 
Exports 


Societe d’Avances Commerciales 
(Societe Anonyme Egyptienne) v 
Merchants’ Marine Insce Co Id 

A E Smith & Son v Thompson & 
McKay & Co ld 

Goldman v Cox 


The neering Equi t Co 
(1919) ld v Barrett cod Maxwell 
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rc v Shaw, Savill & Albion 

Co 5 

Durnford v Baker 

Rimalt v Cartwright 

Plaford v Rose 

Abrahams v A E Gains & Sons 

Revenue Fleming v Wilkinson .- 

Evans v Norway House ld & Robert. 
Young Construction Co Id 

Manches v Goldberg ld & ors 

D & T G Adams v Dessen & Cold _ 

Revenue Thew (Inspector of Taxes} 
v The South West Africa Co Id 

P Phipps & Co..v Rogers 

Monk v Whiteman 

Wertheimer & White ld v Lazarus 

Arthrude Press ld v Eagle Star & 
British Dominions Insce Co ld 

Raper v Hayward 

Barber v Permanol ld & anr 

Ling v Stringer 

T Beynon & Co Id v Suzuki & Co 

Revenue Commrs of Inland 
Revenue v Dale Steamship Co Id 

Crawshaw v Speights Id (re Arbitra- 
tion Act, 1889) 


Darlington Forge ld v The King 

Elsey & Co ld v Palmer & anr 

Hope v Ridley 

G & A Miller v Krajian 

Prout v Hunter & anr 

Same v Same 

Davis v Fisher 

United States Shipping Board v 
Bunge & Born Id (re Arbitration 
Act, 1889) é 

Sanderson v Gibbons 

Domoney v Hawkins & ors 

Chaplin v Bottoms : 

8 Schnieders & Sons ld v Abrahams 

Baldry v B S Marshall ld 

Hicks v Scarsdale Brewery Co 

Burton & anr v Wilkinson 

Brett v Hardiman & ors 

Revenue Hartland v Diggines, 
Inspector of Taxes 

The National Bank ld v Fee Hern 

Boswell v Crucible Steel Co of 
America 

Martin v Stanborough 

Davis v Kendall 

Manches v Goldberg Id & ors 

Malcom v Marconi’s Wireless. Tele- 
graph Co Id 

London & North Eastern Ry Co v 
Easington Union Assessment Com- 
mittee 

Revenue Bourne & Hollingsworth 
v Commrs of Inland Revenue 

Lewis v Jones 

McLean v Weaver 

Lloyds Bank Id v Gilbert & Jeaffre- 
son Same v Jeafireson 

Hale v Salford Corpn 

Smith v Stroud 


Price v The re Nag Bank Id 
Bostock v Phyllis Earle Id 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH 
DIVISION. 





(Interlocutory List.) 
1924. : 
Standing for Judgment. 
Waterhouse v Wilson Barker 
For Hearing. 

Sea Insce Co Id v The Russia Insce 
Co of Pe (Employers’: 
Liability Assce Corpn, Garnishees) 
(s.o. March 5) : 

Same v Same 

Kenneth v Lugg & ors 

‘Same v Same 

Gold Distributing Corpn v The 





Stoll Film Co ld 


i 
TYE ate nae | 
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APPEALS. 
Re the Indemnity Act, 1920. 
1923. 


Henderson, clmt v The Chief 
Secretary for Ireland 

Burke v Same (s.0. pending decision 
in No 1) 

The Carlow County Council v Same 
The Tyrone County Council v Same 
(8.0. pending decision in No. 3) 
= Harbour Commissioners v 

Treasury 


1924. 
Commercial & Estates Co of Egypt 
v Board of Trade 
International Mercantile Marine Co 
and anr v Admiralty 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 

(Final List.) 
With Nautical Assessors 
1924. 

“Christel Vinnen’’ 

Owners of Cargo now or lately on 
board Auxili Motor Ship 
“ Christel Vinnen” v Owners of 
Auxiliary Motor Ship “‘ Christel 
Vinnen ”’ 

Same v Same 

“ Orita’”’ 

The Pacific Steam Navigation Co v 
The Mersey Docks and Harbour 


Board 

“ Melanie”’ 

Owners of ss “San Onifie” v 
Owners of ss “‘ Melanie” 


Owners of ss “ Brook’’ v Owners 
of ss “ ulin” 

American Merchant 

Owners of ss “ Matatua ’’ vy Owners 
of ss “ American Merchant ” 

“ Vital & Edith” 

Owners of ss “‘ Sekstant ’’ vy Owners 
of “ Vital and Edith” 

“ Edith ” 

Owners of ss “ Vital” v Owners of 
Lighter “ Edith” 

“* Elvenes ”’ 

Owners &c of Steam Trawlers 
“Cave” and “Strathebrie” v 
Owners of ss “‘ Elvenes ” 

Without Nautical Assessors. 

‘ Apsleyhall” 

Owners of ss “ Tharros"” v Owners 
of ss “ Apsleyhall” 

“*Coahoma County” 

United States Shipping Board v 
Falmouth Docks and Engineering 


Co 
“ Hamlet” 








Owners of Danish ss ‘“ Hamlet” v 
T P Jordeson & Cold 
(Interlocutory List.) 
ce Jupiter ” 
Compagnie Russe de navigation a 
vapeur et de Commerce v ss 
“ Jupiter” &c. 


APPEALS. 


RE THE WORKMEN’S COM- 
PENSATION ACTS. 


(From County Courts.) 
1924. 


Briggs v The Gandy Belt Manu- 
facturing Co Id (Birkenhead 
County Court) 

Maund v Barton (Birmingham 
County Court) 

Costello v Brown (Kingston-upon- 
Hull County Court) 

Evans v HM Postmaster-General 
(Greenwich County Court) 

Williams v Frank Kay Bros (Bolton 
County Court) 

Lear v Smith (Bristol County Court) 

Boffa v Mongiat (Greenwich County 
Court) 

Temperton v Fletcher Son & Fear- 
nall (Bow County Court) 

Sharp v The Loddington Ironstone 
Co Id gr County bmi 
Evans v Cwmgwyneu ieries 
ld (Neath and Port Talbot 

bane | Court) 

Kerswell v Perry & Co. (Bow) ld 
(Lambeth County Court) 

Clark v Whittaker Ellis ld (Bir- 
mingham County Court) 

Pritchard v Same (Birmingham 
County Court) 

Williams v The Craigola Merthyr 
Co ld (Swansea County Court) 


APPEALS. 

Standing in the “ Abated ”’ List. 
From the Chancery Division. 
(Final List.) 

Re Shipperdson’s Will Trusts 

Stephens v Knaresborough (s.o. 


Oct 15, 1923) 
ree Pel *s Settlement James v 
Clare & ors (s.o. generally Oct. 16, 
1923 


Brighton & Hove General Gas Co v 
ove Bungalows ld (s.o. generally 
Jan. 24) 
From the King’s Bench Division. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
South London Manufacturing Co ld 
v Noble (s.0. generally Oct. 15) 
Stoffell v Cater (s.o. Jan. 14) 


_N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine and King’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c., set down to June 6th, 1924. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1924. 
Notices Revatixe ro raz Caancery Cause List. 


Mr. Justice Evz.—Except when other Business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 


Sittings. 


Mr. Justice Asrsuny.—As announced in the Daily Cause List. 
Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence.—Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout 


the Sittings. 


J t Summonses in Bankruptcy will be taken on Mondays, the 


23rd June and 21st July. 


Mr. Justice RussEit.—On each Friday afternoon, Summonses under the 
Trading with the Enemy Act will be taken. Subject thereto Actions with 
Witnesses will be heard throughout the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice Romer will take his Business as announced in the Trinity 


Sittings Paper. 





June 2t, tg 


—— 


Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Romer will 
Lancashire Business on Thursdays, the 26th June and the 10th 9 


July. 
Sittings Paper. 





Mr. Justice Tomi will take his Business as announced in the T 





Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice 
Mr. Justice Romer will sit in Court every Monday during the Sitting, 


hear Chamber Summonses. 


Mr. Justice Tomuir will hear Chamber Summonses on Tuesda 


Summonses adjourned into Court and Non-Witness Actions will be 





by Mr. Justice Asrsury, Mr. Justice Romer and Mr. Justice Tomumy, - 
Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days 


in the Trinity Sittings Paper. 


Norice with RererENce TO THE CHANCERY WITNESS Lame. 
During the Trinity Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal of Wi 


Actions as follows :— 


Mr. Justice Evs will take the Witness List for Evz and Romer, JJ, 
Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence will take the Witness List for Agr 


and P. O. Lawrencr, JJ. 


Mr. Justice Russet. will take the Witness List for Russmy 


Tomi, JJ. 


- CHANCERY CAUSES FOR 
TRIAL OR HEARING. 

Set down to June 6th, 1924. 
Before Mr. Justice Eve. 
Retained Matters. 
Adjourned Summons. 
re Talbot, dec Custance v Molineaux 

(8.0.g.) 
re Davison, dec Emerson v Emerson 
re Rastrick, dec Levett v Rastrick 
Stephens v Jemini 


Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 


Willie v Kinsey 
Goemaere v Sales 


Fryer v Fryer 

Logan v Lyons (not before July 1) 

Re Companies (C) Act, 1908 and re 
M & BCinemas Id (8.0. to June 24) 

Re Companies (C) Act, 1908 and re 
G Stanley & Co Id (s.0.g.) 

Hales v Wingfield (not before 
July 1) 

Hales v Thornton Butterworth ld 
(not before July 1) 

a v The Black Rock Quarries 


Last v Chappell 

Thwaites v Senior 

British Thomson-Houston Co ld v 
Naamlooze Vennootschap Gloeil- 
ampenfabrieken 

Same v Irradiant Lamp Works ld 


& ors 
Same v Northern Steel & Hardware 
Cold 


Same v Armature ir Co 

Same v Auto Balbs Id & ors 

Same v Smith & Cookson 

Same v The Western Electric Lamp 
Co 


Same v Childs 

Same v The Midget Lamp Co ld 

Same v Calphos Electrical Col ld 

— Co Id v Chariton 
(a ) 


Yar Bridge Co v Toms 

Bate v Guest 

Re Companies (C) Act, 1908 Re 
G Stanley & Cold 

Re Lazare Drut’s Patent Re 
Patents & Designs Acts (s.0.g.) 

Re Jules Rousset’s Patent Re 
Patents & Designs Acts (s.0.g.) 

Fisher v Stoddart 

Re Adam’s Settlement Trusts Adam 
v Harrison 

Re MacGill, dec Higgins v MacGill 

Halford v The Dairy Supply Co ld 

Thomas v Thomas 

Owen v Burton 

Charles Goodall & Sons ld v John 

a i Bank ld v Barker & Co 





Electro-Mechanical Brake Co dy 
Rheostatic Co ld 

Page v Sykes 

Davis v Polack 

Bowen v E J Pearson & Sons ld 

be v The Portland Town E 


Gough v Bradby ; 
Iveagh v Bourne 
Collins vy Harmar 
Westminster Bank Id vy 
Ure & Co 
Mower v Chubb 
Seifert v Moscovitz 
Howard v Benardini 
Columbia Gramophone Co ld 


urray 
Middleton v Blackburn 
Bessent v Bessent 
Jackson Boilers ld v Jackson 
Mortimer v Mortimer 
Dawson v Brindley 
Attorney-Gen v Peacock 
Price v Jessop 
Rawlinson v Ames 
Good v Morley 
Western v Leslie & Goodwin ld 
Fry v Beecham 
Crawshaw v Pilbrow  Pilbrowr 
Crawshaw (restored) 
Tempest v Ford. 
Attorney-Gen v Earby Urhw 
District Council 
Kearns v George Richards & Cold 
Re John Harrison, dec. Harrisony 
Harrison 
Mr. Justice AsTsvry. 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 
(From Mr. Justice Astauny’s List) 
Hele v Aman pt hd (s.o.) 


(From Mr. Justice Evz’s List) 
Wright v United Cigarette 

Co ld (security o ) 
Fletcher v The Economic Building 

Corpn ld (s.o.g.) 
Richard Fletcher v Same (s.0.g.) 
Vacuum Oil Co ld v A E Bennetté 


Co 

Re A E Bennet & Co’s Trade 
No, 407,733 Re Trade 
Acts, 1905 to 1919 

Re Vacuum Oil Co’s Id Trade 
No. 411,625 Re Trade 
Acts, 1905 to 1919 

Hopcroft v Mount (not 
July) 

— & Co’s Stores ld v C& 

odes 


(Mr. Justice Asrsury’s List) 
Further Considerations. 


Re Elliott, dec Kendrick v ¢ 
cellor (fur con) 
Martin v Bedford (restored) 





Public U 
Shand v L 
Before ] 
R 


Lewis v R 
Re Pullan 
Adj 

Re Welsh 
1914 to. 
Gen. pt 
The New 
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Z a Adjourned Summonses. 
Re Betts, dec Friend v Betts pt hd 


Re itcombe’s Trusts Moore v 
Public Trustee pt hd (s.0.g.) 

Re Gibb, dec Robinson v Gibb 
pt hd (s.0.g-) 

Re Sanders, dec Sanders v Herapath 
pt hd (8.0.g.) 

Re Dickson, dec Mott v Dickson 


Vickers (8.0.g.) 

Re Bayly, dec Prowse v Guy (to 
come on with fur con) 

Re F H E Crowe, dec Crowe v 
Crowe (to come on with a pet) 

Re Lillywhite, dec Re Judicial 
Trustee Act 1896 (s.o.) 

Re Bell, dec Rankin v Bell (s.0.g.) 

Re Cook, dec Cowmeadow v Cook 


8,0. 

9. Willson, dec Public Trustee v 
Willson (s.0.) 

ReSwanzy’s Trusts Swanzy v Kent 
County Council (s.0.g.) 

Re Hall, dec Payne v Hall pt hd 
8.0, 

nh on No. 427,192 by Aktiesel- 

t ‘Freia Chocolade Fabrik 

Re Trade Marks Acts, 1905 to 
1919 (not before June 24) 

Re Westrup, dec Westrup v Berry 

Re Waller, dec Daking v Jackson 

Re Clark’s Will Trusts Clark v 
Attorney-Gen 

ReJ Tucker, dec Clarke v Tucker 

Re Hornby, dec Brook v Ealry 

John Laing & Son ld v Hanworth 
Public Utility Soc ld 

Shand v Larkin 


Before Mr. Justice LAWRENCE. 
Retained Matters. 
Motions. 


Lewis v Richards (pt hd) 
Re Pullan, dec Pullan v Carr (s.0.) 


Adjourned Summonses, 
Re Welsh Hospital (Netley) Fund, 


1914 to 1919 Thomas v Attorney- | 


Gen. pt hd (s.0.g.) 
The New Cwmgorse Colliery ld v 


Swansea Harbour Trustees pt hd | 


(8.0. to June 17) 
Re Landor, dec Rogers v Landor 
Rowland v Air Council 
Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses. ) 
Rowland v The Air Council 


Marsden v Young & Co’s Brewery 


Id (stayed for security) 

British Thomson-Houston Co Id y 
Duncan Stevens Id 

Same v Lelios Lamp Co Id 

Fairman v Fairman 

British Thomson-Houston Co ld 
v Guaranteed Id 

Same v British Engineering Pro- 
ducts Co 

British United Shoe Manufacturi 
Coldv E A Johnson & Cold (fixed 
for June 23) 

Uwins v Way 

Attorney-Gen v Battersea Corpn 
(not before June 26) 

Tickner v Mash (not before June 30) 
Cooper vy Welchman re Humble 
Crofts, dec Welchman v Cooper 

Lacey v De Lacey (to be men- 
tioned June 24) 
— Saw Mills ld v The Union 
of Manchester Id (security 
ordered) 
Beaumont v Jeffery 
Lloyds Bank Id v Fuller (abated) 
v West Walbottle Coal Co Id 


d (s.0.g.) 
Re Robertson’s Settlement Cash v | 


| Re Osborne’s Settlement 


Re J G Allott, dec Allott v Allott 
| Re Merton 


| The Controller of the Clearing Office 
| The British Thomson-Houston Co 
| Same v Commercial Electric Co Id 





Edwards v Stalham 

“| Bell v Slater (s.0.g.) 

Newcastle Corpn v The Ecclesias- 
tical Commrs of England (fixed for 
July 1) 

Arbib v Arbib (s.0.g.) 

Priest v Thompson (abated) 

Burroughs’ Adding Machine ld v 
Aspinall (not before June 24) 

| Metropolitan Vickers Electrical Co 

| 1dv British Thomson-Houston Co 

ld (fixed for July 7) 

| Trustee of the Property of F. 
Welstead (a Bankrupt) v A 
Welstead (not before June 23) 

Wolfe v Bailey 

The Bradford Dyers’ Association ld 
v Standish 

Shand v Larkin 

| Dewhurst v Salford Guardians (not 
before June 27) 

Ashby v Provincial Cinematograph 
Theatres ld 

Whitley v Cassell & Co ld 

Murray v Gra 

Holophane ld v G H Smallwood 


& Co 

Re A Hallett, dec Collett v Hallett 

| Hiscock v Billen 

| Wiltshire v Silver 

Cook v Curties 

Durell v Rendell 

British World Trade Expeditions ld 

|  v Roberts 

| Beer v Stringer 

Southport Corpn v Birkdale District 
Electric Supply Co Id 

Lewis v Richa 

Wallrock v Sykes 

Frank Sugg ld v The Philip Mead 
Bat Co | 

Bird v Birch 


Before Mr. Justice RussE.u. 
Retained Matters, 
Petition. 

Re Jackson’s Leather Co ld & 

reduced & Cos (C.) Act 
Retained Adjourned Summonses, 
| Re C D Baker dec Baker v Public 
Trustee pt hd (s.o.g.) 
| Re Harrison Benn Knowles v Benn 
Re Trading with the Enemy Acts, 
1914 to 1916 and re International 
Ganymede Club pt hd (s.0.g.) 
Public 


| 
} 
| 
| 
| 


Trustee v Osborne 


Public Trustee v 
Merton 


Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 


Re Harmer Wilson v Harmer (8.0.g-) 

Hale v Coombes 

The South American Copper Syndi- 
cate ld v Boret & anr (s.0.) 

Cookson v Lloyds Bank Id 

Baron v Rosenthal 

Leon v London, Midland & Scottish 
Ry Co (not before July 7) 


v Arthur Mendel & Co (s.0.) 
Id v Alan Bell ld 


Same v Adair 

Halden Estates Co ld v Ul 

Mitchell & Higgens v Johnson & 
Hewitt 

Mason v Poupart 

Horstmann Gear Co ld v Metropoli- 
tan Gas Meters ld 

Dawson v Dawson (not before 
July 1) 

Bucket v Beckett 

Abrahams v Wilson 


iis had 
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Re Whitcombe, dec Barnes v Eve 

Rose v Venediger & anr 

Smith v Prosser 

Bitschine v Rondolphi 

Tull v Gamba (not before June 20) 

Todd v Star Tea Co ld 

— ‘vy The Sperry Eyroscope Co 
1 


Wynn v Romain 

Gaine v The Halden Estates Co ld 

Clarke v Potter’s Bar Golf Club ld 

Haggis v Goldberg 

Finnerty v French & ors 

Samson & ors v Samson & anr 

The Potter’s Bar Golf Club ld v 
King 

Swires v Baker 

Wilderman v F W Berk & Co ld 

Monteiro v Cotterell 

Bloxam v Amalgamated Marine 
Workers’ Union (not before 
July 7) 


Before Mr. Justice Romer. 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses). 

Re Townsend, dec Banks v Town- 

send (abated) 
Cotterell v Mussman (fixed for 
June 19) 
Tyldesley U D C v Leigh R D C 
(fixed for July 2) 
(Further Consideration). 
Annable v Good 
Adjourned Summonses. 
Application of London Lubricants 
(1920) Id and re Trade Marks 
Acts,1905 to 1909 (with witnesses) 
Same v Same—motion to amend 
Re Whitley-Beaumont Settled 


Estates Grant v Beaumont (s.o.g.) | 


Re J Wright, dec 
Wright (s.0.g.) 


Girdlestone v 






“ 
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Re G A Koettgen, dec Koettgen v 
Koettgen 

Re Mules’ Settlement 
King 

Re Wood, dec Irving v Wood (pt. 
hd) (s.o.g.) 

Re Osborne, dec Re Brown, dec 
Lawrence v Osborne 

Re Land Registry Linnell v Tyler 

Re Woodcock, dec Castell v Lepper 

Re W E Baxter ld Baxter v The 
Company 

Performing Rights Society Id v 
Daffodil Picture House Id (s.0.g.) 

Re W Hodges, dec Hodges v Hodges 

Re H Hall, dec Hall v Pyke 

Re M M Sugden, dec Sugden v 
Sugden 

Re Marvin, dec Marvin v Castle 

| Re Wombwell, dec Lethbridge v 

Wombwell 

| Re Appln. No. 43,596 by Jones and 
Campbell ld and re Trade Marks 
Acts, 1905 to 1919 

Re Fraser, dec Ling v Fraser 

Re Trade Marks Acts, 1905 to 1919 
and re Appln by Gallaher Id 
No. 427,189 


Patch v 


Re Saml Harris, dec Harris v 
Barclay’s Bank Id 

Re Jas Dugdale, dec Dugdale v 
Dugdale 

Re Seymour’s Settlement Thomas v 
Harvey 


Re Morris, dec Kite v Morris 

Re Hopkins, dec Drewry v Hopkins 

Re Esdaile, dec Daniel v Alms 

Re Exmouth’s Annuity 

Re Sarson, dec Public Trustee v 
Sarson 

Re Norris, dec Rippon v Holmer 

| Re Metcalfe’s Will Trusts Public 

Trustee v Maitland 

Re W S Hooper, dec 

Hooper 





Hooper v 








W. WHITELEY, Lp. 


Auctioneers, 
EXPERT VALUERS AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


QUEEN’S ROAD, 


LONDON, W.2. 





VALUATIONS FOR PROBATE, 


ESTATE DUTY. SALE, INSURANGE, ETO, 





AUCTION SALES EVERY THURSDAY, 
View on Wednesday, in 


London’s Largest Saleroom. 





*Puons No.: PARK ONE (40 Lovzs). 





Parker v The Calto Co ld 





TrxizeRams : “‘ WHITELEY, LONDON. ” 
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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 


LIMITED. 
No. 19, LINCOLN S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1853. 
ital Stock ... eH i 
ture Stock ans oss 


REVERSIONS PURCHASED. 


Porm: of Proposal and full information can bs obiaued at the Society's Officr. 








£400,000 
£331,130 


ADVANCES MADE THEREON. 


@. H. MAYNE, Secretary. 











Re 8 Walton, dec Wanless v Walton 

Re Tibbit’s Will Trusts Meade-King 
v Tibbits 

Re Hodgson, dec Lishman v Hall 

Re L Ardern, dec re M A Ardern, 
dec Ardern v Ralphs 


Companies (Winding up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding up). 
Petitions (to wind up). 


Alliance Bank of Simla Id (petn of 
L W_ Warlow-Harry—ordered 
May 6, 
generally) 

Robert Young's Construction Co Id 
(petn of London Asphalte Co ld— 
s.0. from May 27, 1924 to July 22, 
1924) 

Superheater Oven & Engineering Co 
ld( petn of Smith, Barker & Wilson 
ld— on April 1, 1924 to 
stand over generally) 

Dutton, Massey & Co ld (petn of 
L H Shearer—<«.o. from May 13, 
1924 to June 24, 1924) 

T W Heath (Public Works) Id (petn 
of Atlas Stone Co ld—+s.o, from 
May 20, 1924 to July 29, 1924) 

London Woollen Co Id ( of 
Shaw Bros ld—s.o. from May 27, 
1924 to July 22, 1924) 

P C Evans & Sons Id ( petn of H.M. 
Attorney-Gen—+.0. from June 4, 
1924 to June 24, 1924) 

Paillard & Co Id (petn of A E John- | 
son—s.o. May 27, 1924 to June 17, 
1924) 


1924 to stand over 





Mulliners Id (petn of Northern 
Aluminium (Co Id—s.o. from | 
May 27, 1924 to June 17, 1924) | 

East Kootenay Consols Id (petn 
of H.M. Attorney-Gen—+.o. from 
June 4, 1924 to June 24, 1924) 

Baron Hartley Id (petn of Globe 
Films ld—s.o. from June 4, 1924 
to June 17, 1924) 

Evinrude Motor Co (England) id 
(petn of Magstarlite Id) 

Nirpuzha Rubber Estates Id (petn of 
Sir Edward Fairless Barber, Kt 
and anr) 

Wheaterofte id (petn of G & A 
Miller) 

Balfour Baring ld (petn of J M 


Longe ) 
James Wright & Son (Nunhead) | 
id (petn of J C Leask) 
Surgical Supplies id (petn of Banque | 
Nationale Francaise du Com- | 
merce Extericur) 
Nevebehir Co ld (petn of Dunlop | 
Bros & Co} 
Batavia & General Plantations Trust 
id ( A 8 Jacobs) 
Trini Friendship Petroleum Co 
id (peta At H T Owen) 

North London Providers Id (petn of 
Vilm Booking Offices (1919) 1d) 
Carr, White & Co Id (peta df HLM 

Attornry Gen) 





| Stapley & Smith Id & reduced 
(Same) 

| Equatorial Rubber Trust Id and 

| Bernard Knight Id & reduced (same) 


Chancery Petitions. 

W J Douglas & Partners Id and 
reduced (to confirm reduction of 
capital—ordered on Oct 24, 1922 
to stand over generally) 

Fellows, Morton & Clayton Id and 
reduced (to confirm reduction of 
capital) 

United Lankat Plantations Co Id 
and reduced (same) 

Canadian Building & Estate Co ld 
and reduced (same) 

South Australian Land Mortgage 
and Agency Co Id and reduced 
(same) 

Grain Elevator Estate Id 
reduced (same) 

George Wright (London) Id and 
reduced ( 


same) 
Exploring Land & Minerals Co ld 
and reduced (same) 
Shipton, Anderson & Co ld and 
reduced (same) 
Knowles, Cooke & Co ld & reduced 


and 


(same) 

Central & Western Corpn Id and 
reduced (same) 

Stubbs Id & reduced (same) 

City of San Paulo Improvements 
and Freehold Land Co ld and 
reduced (same) 

United Oil & Coal Corpn Id and 
reduced (same) 

Cook, Sons & Co. Id & reduced 
(same) . 

Film Investment Co Id & reduced 
(same) 

Sevenoaks Estate Co Id & reduced 
(same) 

National Omnibus & Transport Co 
ld & reduced (same) 

Baines Bros Id & reduced (same) 

Pearlite Box Co (1918) Id & reduced 


(same) 

Jantar Nigeria Co ld & reduced 
(same) 

Town Line (London) Id & reduced 


(same) 2 

North Europe Timber Agency ld 
and reduced (to confirm reduction 
of capital) 


reduced (same) 


8 Smith & Sons (Motor Accessories) 
ld & reduced (same) 
New Inverted Incartdescent Gas 
Lamp Co Id and reduced (same) 
Johnson, Walker & Tolhurst Id 
and reduced (to confirm reduction 
and re-organization of ital) 

Martinsyde Id (to sanction Scheme 
aA 4 A A 


Ar ng ordered on 
July 26, 





generally) 2 
A Norman & Sons 14 (to sanction 
Scheme of A 
Caxton Inace Co 


) 
(to confirm 
alteration of objecta—ordered on 
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A UNIVERSAL APPEAL 
To Lawrene: For A Posrcanp on « Guineas vor as Move 
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March 15, 1921 to stand over 
generally) 

Universal Automobile Insce Co Id 
(to confirm alteration of objects) 

A Harper Sons & Bean Id (same) 

Owners of Pelton Colliery Id (same) 

“ Ada ” Firelighters Co Id (to restore 
name to Register) 

Companies (Winding Up) 
Motions. 

Angel Steamship Co Id (ordered 
on April 13, 1920, to stand over 
generally) 

John Dawson & Co (Newcastle-on- 
Tyne) Id (stand over generally 
by consent) 

S Jacobs & Co ld (ordered on 
March 15, 1921 to stand over 
generally) 

H C Motor Co Id (ordered on July 5, 
1921 to stand over generally) 

Scarborough Tramways Co (pt hd) 

Longland’s Cattle & Tobacco Farms 
Syndicate ld 

Adjourned Summonses. 
Companies (Winding: Up). 

Vanden Plas (England) Id (on proof 
of Fiat Motors ld—with witnesses 
—parties to apply to fix day for 
hearing—retained by Mr. Justice 
Astbury) 

Fairbanks Gold Mining Co. Id 
(ordered on July 26, 1921 to 
stand over generally) 

Blisland (Cornwall) China Clay 

Co Id (ordered on Dec 16, 1921 

to stand over generally) 


ld (ordered on Nov 7, 1922 to 
stand over generally) 
Fredk Rumble ld (with witnesses) 


Oct 23, 
generally) 
Standard Housing Co ld (ordered 
on July 31, 1923 to stand over 
generally) 

M & B Cinemas Id (with witnesses 
—s.o. from May 23, 1924 to 
June 24, 1924—retained by Mr. 
Justice Eve) 


1923 to stand over 


on Dec 17, 1923 to stand over 
— retained by Mr.Justice 


er) 
Atkey (London) Id (ordered on 
Jan 22, 1924 to stand over 
generally) 
G Stanley & Co Id (with witnesses) 
—ordered on May 23, 
to stand over generally) 


Same 

A & W Nesbitt Id (with witneeses) 
Morris 
witnesses—c.a.v.) 

National Benefit Assce Co ld (c.a.v.) 
Wilts & Somerset Farmers ld 
(ordered on April 1, 1924 to 
stand over generally) 

Texlon Id ( wit o— 

Ernest Roberson & Co 

Same 

Same 

Same 

City Life Assce Co ld 

Inecto Id 

MeKerrow Bros id 


Chancery Division, 
French South African Development 
African Development Co Id (en 


preliminary point—ordered on 
April 2, 1014, to stand over 





poenly pending trial of action 
n King’s Bench Division) 


British American Continental Bank | 


Co ld Partridge v French South | 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





| 
| 
| 
| 


J Lionel Barber & Co ld (ordered on | 


s, 





June 21, ro24 
Economic Building Corpn ld , 
witnesses) (ordered on J 
1923 to stand over ger 


Economic Building Corpn ]d(ordepeg 
stand ove 







on July 3, 1923 to 
generally) 





Dogliani Dawson & Cold Anderso, 
v Dogliani Dawson & (Co 


(with witnesses) 
Saunderson Tractor & Impl 








Co ld Williams Deacon’s Bank 
ld v Saunderson Tractor and 


Implement Co Id (fur con) 


Before Mr. Justice Tomum, 
(From Mr. Justice Evz’s List.) 
Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 
Davies v Murray 


Fellows, Morton & Clayton ld y 
Potter 


Laurie v Morgan-Jones (s.0.g.) 
(Mr. Justice Tomim’s List.) 
(Retained Cause for Trial.) 

(With Witnesses.) 


Attorney-Gen v Oakden (not befor — 


July 8) 
(Further Consideration.) 
Re Adams Lowe v Adams 
(Adjourned Summonses.) 
Re Burgess Public Trustee ¢ 
Burgess 
Re Hughes & Wife Re Married 
Woman’s Property Acts 188 
(with witnesses) 
Re Roger Bate’s Settled Estates 
Hayne v Bate 
Re Hicks Levers v Hicks 
Re Rodgers Swindells v Aston 
Re Henderson’s Settlement Public 
Trustee v Henderson 


Re Llewellyn Jones v Davies 
Re Maitland Griffiths v Dr Lands 


| Re Balen & Shepherd’s Contract 


National Benefit Assce Cold (ordered _ 


and Re Vendor & Purchasr 
Act 


Re Thos Page, dec Page v Page 


Re Alexander Freedman ¥ 
Alexander 
Re Hollis Williamson v Warrie 


Re Sheldon Sheldon v Bosley 
Re Hughes’ Settlement Hughes 
Schooling 


| Re Smith Hughes v Schooling 


1924 | 


Russell & Co Id (with | 


Re Hill Lloyds Bank, Liverpool 
v Greenwood 

Re Drake-Cutliffe, dec Landon ¥ 
Drake-Cutliffe 

Re W B Connor's Appin Re Trade 


Marks Acts, 1905 to 1919 
Re Neville, dec Neville v Fimt 
Garden City Id 


Re Gilligan, dec Ingle v Foulkes 


Re Roxburgh, dec Menzies ¥ 
Menzies 

Re Pedler, dec Whitmore ¥ 

|  Pedler : 


Re McEleney, dec Mathew ¥ 


| 


McEleney 


Re Swinford, dec Dorman ¥ 
Cob 


b 
| Re J W Forrest, dec Pollinger ¥ 


Wolfe . 
Re Harris, dec Lewis v Shackell 
Re Fred Shaw's Patent Re 
and Designs Acts (fixed 
June 18) a 
Re Graystone, deo Everington # 
Graystone 


Re Savage, dec Wigston v Rovel 


Naval Sailors’ Home at Porte 
mouth : 
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dec Arnold v Taylor 
oer Appin by C L Le Quesne 
Re Patent & Designs Acts, 1907 
Beri9i9 Seddon v Commercial Salt Co 
ip, Watson-Taylor, dec Hare v | Re Witcombe, dec Barnes v 


Watson Eve. 


Sellon'v Collinge Re Monitor and 
Ajax Traction Id Sellon v 
Filmore 









APPEALS AND MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY. 


Appeals from County Courts to be heard by a Divisional Court sitting in 
Bankruptcy, pending June 6th, 1924. 







Re Expte J W Long & J L Whatling v W W Povah, Trustee 
appl from the County Court of Essex, holden at Colchester (remitted 









and ors 






Re Bathurst Expte M Hyams, The Trustee v W A Colyer & Fairbanks 
Re Cottray Expte O Sunderland and E Hayes, Joint Trustees-v P Bue 


Re Weston Expte W J Calder, the Trustee v H Farrow 

Re Ambrose Expte H Hackett, The Trustee v A Ambrose 

Re Roebuck Expte W J Harris, the Trustee v Hurnes 

Re Same Expte Same v Mrs Roebuck 

Re Bernstein Expte H J Veitch, the Trustee v R Y Bernstein 
Re Pryse Expte R H E Pryse v F S Salaman, the Trustee 
Re Same Expte M L J Powell v F S Salaman, the Trustee 





















































back) 
—_ Be a Debtor (No 24 of 1924) Expte The Petitioning Creditor v The | VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very csscntial that all Policy Holders should 
List.) Debtor appl from the County Court of Yorkshire, holden at Leeds have a — — of their effects. Property is generally very ey gt 
insured, in case insurers suffer accordingly. DEBENHAM STOR SONS 
Motions in Bankruptcy for hearing before the Judge, pending June 6th, | (ygrteD), 26, King Strect, Covent Garden, W.C.2, the well-known chattel valners and 
. : auctioneers (established over 100 years), have a staff of expert Valuers, and will be giad 
J Amis (trading as Amis, Swan & Co) Expte Roth, Schmidt & Co | to advise those desiring valuations for Ri piste, furnitare, 
Re ng any purpose. 
n My yA K Edwards, the Trustee pt hd works of art, bric-A-brac a speciality. [ADvr.] 
2. \ Bryden v Morris (Newcastle-on-Tyne County Court) DeaTH DvUTiIEs—SHOWING CAUSE. 
&) KING'S BENCH DIVISION. Narraway v Bolster (Wandsworth County Court) In the Matter of Arthur George Earl of Wilton, dec 
ist.) TRINITY SITTINGS, 1924. a v West (Cambridge Covity Court) In the Matter of John William Aatinase, dec 
CROWN PAPER. In the matter of the Companies (Consolidation) Act 1908 In the Matter of George Eli North, dec 
il.) For Hearing in the matter of Palace Picture House (Portsmouth) 'd| In the Matter of The Rt HonAgass Burrell Baroness 
y Bateman, dec 
Commissioners of In T Same v Same In the Matter of Anni Sharpe, dec 
- betone Pil & e 0A ATobin Co —- Saaen Oy Gokdstetn & anr, Cimts) poh sams ac THE Taninepnaieiineniniats ACT, 1910. 
Bhs y Govr of Holloway Prison | Roberts v Sparkman & ors (Mayor's & City of London | Hardys’ Crown Brewery Id and Commrs of Inland Revenue 
The King v Assessment Committee of City of London Court) (in re “ The Victoria” Inn Liverpool Street Salford) 
) y Dental Board of the United Kingdom | Bignell & Son v Farrants En Brewery Co ld and Commrs of Inland Revenue 
Canton g dh 
The King v Jj of the Central Criminal Court | Holt v Young & me 8 ore Cutten © Gonate Court) oe “The Flying Horse,” 38 and 40, Crook Street, 
Lambert Assessm | Anglo-Ame! Prod ldv ollinghurs 
pay a ae eee | Baxter v Druce py (Bloomsbury County Court) Pn meneie Co Id and ors and Commrs of Inland 
-) The King v McIver, Esq & ors, Jj of Gloucester Harding v Bateman (Woolwich County Court) Revenue (In re “ The London” Inn, 25, Boundary Lane, 
tee ¥ Hughes v Evans fon mech Wright —— Soke bo — Choriton-on-Medlock) 
Bourne Vv Sims Tagan White 
we | by & ors v Rawlinson (Mayor's & City of London 
‘arried In te One of the Solicitors of the Supreme Court | . ° . 
Andrew v Stubb | In re the Companies Acts 1908 to 1917 & In re Joseph 
1882 Whit a Evans & Co ld (in voluntary liquidation) (expte Sherrey, Windin -Uu Notices. 
Taylor 
Ss v mwa 8 ae ters & ant (Wand - -_ ty Court) neni 
; rnsea Cc Tguson v Peters Tt (Wandswo' un! STOCK COMPANIES. 
states yg po v Board of Tr 
The 4 Huggins, Esq & ors, Jj of Kent Martin v Moldon (rentiond County Court) Liairep mm CaANCERY. 
Date v Mian & On 5s (irayéen Soanty Ouse Cuutle CREDITO: + Bs MUSE SEED Ix ty gy 
Jiltams v Evan v mn & anr urn roe Coun’ LIQUIDATOR AS NAMED ON BEFORE 
Allard v Selfridge & Co ld Court) THE DATE MENTIONED. 
: The King v vgs Beshaet Smith & anr | Wilcox v (Bristol County Court) Lenten Gantite.Seamm 1. 
-ublic HE the King v Minister of Transport Humphrey v LO C (Southwark County Court), —Tvsspay, June 
Staunton v Coates Kensett v andswo unty eee 6 See eee Traptxe Co. Lrp. 
— v Hudson Hurn v & Son (West London County Court) Tialy 1. F. 8. Brigh' 33, Furnival-st., B.C.4. 
v Lawrence, Esq & ors, Jj of Sussex Internat: Motors ld v Knight (West London County Hors & Son Lt. June 20. J.W. Armstrong, 3, 
ands Pray oloya & Healy’s Breweries ld v Mayor, &c of | _ Court) st., Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Hornsby v Maynard (Brentford County Court) De LaggixaGa ” Steamserpe Co. Lrp. July 15. 
tract Tilley v Rees Hacker v Greig rarer County Court) John, Harvey, 5, Fenwick-st., Liverpool. 
haser Parry v Harding | Birmingham Y M C A v Gee (Birmingham County Court) | Reqgwr Cars (BLACKPOOL) Lp. June 27. James Todd, 
Felock v Surtees ; SPECIAL PaPER. 18, Birley-st., Blackpool. 
7 ors | 
Page ae eran | Moamouth shipbaiding Co td v The Board of Trade London Gasette—Purax, June 13 
7 fy Mitsui & Cold v Kommanditbolaget Moberg & Co reding Soe ewik-Hoo-Toog ¥ Royal Comma on the Sugar | Rowsaxp Panxun & Co. Lp. July 2 Herbert G. Scott, 
os oe. Esq & ors, Jj of Anglesey Supply of London | 54, New Broad-st., E.C.2. 
rier ytho Tankerville v Alliance Assce Co Tux Usivansat Toot HOLDER Co, Lp. June 24. Johan W. 
CiviL PaPEr. Owners of ss “ Bteynton ” v Theodoriai & Co of Braila wn, Lioyds-chmbrs., Market-st., 
, FB APPEALS AND ISSUERS UNDER THR NaTIONAL HBALTH Pt... >> (Couxe) Lrp. June 35. Joha W. Brown, 
9 ‘or Argument. INSURANCE 1m, | 1911 To 1922. Lloyds-chambrs., Market-st., Colne. 
oun ie ey = Hardie, Milroy & Cold er yy = appln by the Pannal Golf Ciub (Harrogate) Frep Parton & Oa. Lrp. ‘July 14. Charkes Richards, 
12, Cherry-st., Birmingham. 
Appleby v James (Lambeth County Court) REVENUE PaPsr. Ta" Barrisa Laaron (WaRWick) Civs Lrp, Wamwics. 
pool — wae (Dewsbury County Court) English Information. July 8. William N. Hawken, 41, The Parade, Leamington. 
Galestin v ¥ Corrie MacCall & Son Id Perera rn oe | oo Elim @’ puny! pone 
ay Sterry v 1 & ors (Brompton County Court) ~Gene Richard Lane F . . ° 
Haywood | ‘ox, Roy & Co ld & anr (Plymouth County The ¥ eto me, —— seid aalaae . Resolutions for Winding-up 
mo trial Soc ae 
rade “Calvert v Hamilton (Kingston-upon-Hull County Court) he Comers of Revenue rs Voluntarily 
White "Gris ou {Wandeworth County Court) Mark Bromet and James Reith (Garveyor of Tam) : 
ir Denton v F & F K Dainton @ ons (Cc rkenwell County | Sam Firth Mollotand The Commars of I In yo toy i ae 
we H B Back (HM Inspector of Taxes tg iels io en Bee. Coutts, Yates & Everatt Ltd. 
8 Salop Assoc v Calleat (Well a County Court) Brighton College and 8 J Marriott (HM Inspector of ) Brown Ltd. The Globe Picture Theatre 
- Seeley v Mayor, Aldermen &c of West Ham (Bow County The Commrs of Inland Revenue and Tyre Investment | Lighthe cS BR ey nada rl 
Bell v & anr (Manchester County Court The Yorkshi: Waggon Co Id and The Commrs of Inland | Regent Cafe (Blackpool) Ltd. Grimsby Woodeutting Co. 
’ Dawson v Ashton & Wife (Pearson, Clmt) (Coventry County Reverse ten’ : Perceval Spencer Ltd. Ltd. 
Court) Isaac Holden & Sons Id and The Commrs of Inland Revenue | Chertsey Coffee Public House as” naan Engincering Co. 
. tal Snaliman & ore n eae mt “ = a, of Inland Revenue and The Cornish Mutual The Sun Invest t Oo. Ltd. Lea. 
uw « 
i 4g ¥ Sargical Man acturing Oo id & ant (Bloomsbury | Captain “f Guy ;Nermon Baxendale and A J Murphy (HM  Gumabig Ox: tae bg ~~ > ~ 
Diment v Roberts a) 
- . Brentf eet Comey, yOeek) Ingham and H A T Trehearne (HM Inspector of London Gazette.—Paray, June 13. 
ry 1& anr v Webb (Marylebone County Court) Tho Commrs of Inland Revenue and Joseph Robinson and | Rowland Parker @ Oo. Itd. Measham Shee Oo. Ltd. 
Arthur Cole ld v H. Bstates Co ld Sons ( Ltd. George Iddotson Lid. 
Mowes v Lichtenstein (Westminster County Court) B J Chibbett (HM Inspector of Taxes) and Joseph Robinson | Drake & Co. Lad. (Riectrical ~Ba- 
Lewis v Weston County Court and Sons Patox Ltd. 
e Hatgreaves ¥ Ball ( 1 County Court) ‘The Commars of Inland Revenue and Turnbull Scott and Co. | Donna Lid. A. Ward & Oo Eid. 
Pool —_ ‘ Brentford y tr Frank Bernard Sanderson, t Commres Glya Trust 
Beck v Moxlow (A County Court) ~ William Ricketts and J ¥ Colquho (aM 0 me (eS tO ieee Shel OS 
; ur un napector . 
. a” ‘Mayor's & Cit {London Cou ee pions LY Whelen (HM Inapector of Taxes) and Captain R i Teteaen a Gearean 2Aa ~ Mountare 
yo a \ 
mT v Wey itsed (Boston County Court) | Henning The Financier & Bullionist Cearties LA. 
v County Court) _ Agricultural ny of Ragland and F Wilson Lad, Woodbridge Laundry Led. 
.- 4 
; Blandion’. ey iearaeeene County Court) | att M Inapector of A Gardeners 
V Foney County Court) eects of tana’ ewe Revenue and Walter Somers lt lad, 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


RECEIVING OBDERS. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, June 10. 





Merchant “Cheltenhasn. Pet. June 4. Ord. June 4. 

Davigs, Davip H., Pontardulais, Colliery Repairer. 

Swansea. Pet. June 4. Ord. June 4. 

GILLARD, Epwix W., Wimbledon. Kingston. Pet. May 5. 

Ord. June 5. 

Huxst, Joux W., Upton, Lincoln, Farmer. Lincoln. Pet. | 

June 2. Ord. June 

FREDERICK E., Eeneinagten, Builder. Brighton. | 

Pet. June 5. Ord. June 

a ey Joun W., Southport, Pork Butcher. Liverpool. | 

June 5. Ord. "June 5. 

, CHARLES, Buxton, Journalist. Stockport. Pet. 

April 4. Ord. June 5. | 

London Gazette. —Fripay, June 13. | 

ABRAHAM, ALFRED J., Great Grimsby, Frosch Polisher. | 
Great Grimsby. Pet. June 11. Ord. June 1 

Anperson, THomas H., Lowestoft, Sallmaker 


Great | 
ath. + ty -: 0. Ord. June 1 
ASSAEL, VITALIS M ) ~~ vee itorchant. High Court. | 


Pet. Ma 
ord. dune Cosham, Hants. Portsmouth.. Pet. April 90. | 
ame, Show, Lieared Vietuntier. Oldham. 
— Ord. June 5 
D., 9 Waitehurch, Café Proprietor. | 
10. 


TLLIAM 
Nantwich. Pet. June Ord. June 
E. “ Prison, — Solicitor. High | 


| Wappen, J., 


Bussey, JaMEs, Bradford, . Innkeeper. " Bradford. Pet. 
June 6. Ord. June 6 
CarDasH, HENRY, Tonypandy, Pawnbroker. Pontypridd. 
om May 28. Ord, June 6. 
HeRsert, Greenwich, Civil Servant. Greenwich. 
On. June 6. por. 3 June 6. 
, W., Pimlico, Manufacturer's Agent. High Court. 
Pet. April 28. Ord. June 6. 
CLEGG, INARD, Rochdale, Printer. Rochdale. Pet. | 
June 7. Ord. June 7. 
Congn, 8., & Co., Oxford-st. phastactaring Furriers. High 
Court. Pet. May 13. Ord. June 6. 
, Thorne, Yorks, Grocer. Sheffield. | 
Pet. June 6. Ord. "June 6. 
o-, a ©. Exeter, Tailor. Exeter. Pet. June 5. | 
Ord. June 5. 
Davies, James E., Pontypool, Boot Dealer. Newport (Mon.). | 
Pet. June 6. Ord. June 6. 
Davies, DAVID, Mardy, General Dealer. Pontypridd. Pet. 
June ll. Ord. June 11. 
Davis, Tuomas A., Northampton, Carter. Northampton. 
Pet. June 5. Ore. 4 5. (De = | 
'. adhembury, von, Blackgmi 
Exeter. Pet. June 10. Ord. June 
FAULKNER, THEODORE, Didsbury, 5 Motor 
Engineer. Manchester. Pet. June 7. Ord. June 7. 
Foutps, Frank, Shi Farmer. Halifax. | 
Pet. June 7. or, June 7. 
Fox, Arntuur B., Scunthorpe, Grocer. Great Grimsby. 
Pet. June 10. Ord. June 10. 
, ARTHUR J., Gt. Smith-st., Westminster. High Court. 
Pet. Feb. 15. Ord. June 
Guaas, Tuomas, I rie, “Devon, Grocer. Plymouth. 
Pet. June 7. Ord. June 7 
WILLiaM, Bolton. Pet. | 
| 
™ , Birmingh , Sap Engineer. | 
= Bet. May Ord. tt. Bright 
EFFER, =. Pulboro > Butcher. Brighton. 
Pet. June 6. ‘ord. 
Higes, THO: Byeahun, Northampton. Northampton. 
Pet. April 30. Aon June 
Hoverton, WILLIAM, Solthuit, Warwick, Merchant. Bir- 
Pet. June 7. Ord. June 7 
Jongs, SAMUEL O., Gaerwen, Anglesey, Farmer. Bangor. | 
Pet. June 6. Ord. June 6. 
Jonzs, WiiiiAM, Clynnog, Carnarvon, Farmer. Bangor. 
Jongs, Joun, Bynea, near Lianelly, Collier. Carmarthen. | 
Pet. June 6. Ord. June 6. 


Pet. June 7. Ord. June 7 


Wood, Kent, ara Dealer. | 
Wells. Pet. June 7. Ord. June 
Lgysnon, Tuomas R., Mardy, General Dealer. "pontyprida. | 
Pet. June 11. Ord. June 11. 
MAUNDER, R. A., Tokenhouse-bldgs., Stockbroker’s Clerk. | 
High Court. Pet. March 28. Ord. June 11. | 
Merton, Horace C., — Printer. Canterbury. 
Pet. June 6. Ord. June 6. 
R., Haslemere, Surrey, Company Director. Guildford. 
ee ‘April 7. Ord. June 10. | 
USOOVITE, . : Hackney. High Court. Pet. May 13. 
Mor. June 1 
Newman, T. Sur, Bristol, Coal Merchant. Bristol. Pet. 
May 1. Ord. June 6 . Wiebe ‘oon 
oxuay. ARTHUR, 5 umber. Blac . t. 
April 26. Ord. June ra Agi | 
Daisy M., Bletchley, 7 Proprietor. | 
Northampton. Pet. May8. Ord. June 
Southsea RPanisith: Pet. | 


¥, ” Plumber. 
June 7. Ord. June - 
Taomas H “3, Solicitor’s Clerk. Leeds. 


| it through. 


June 21, 5 








BOARD OF DIRECTORS. 
Sir Vincent Meredith, Bart., President. 
Huntly R. Drummond, Vice-President. 


Hugh 
K.C.; ©. W. Dean; Sir Charles Gordon, G.B.E.; Hon. 
Sir Lomer Gouin, K.0.M.G., M.P.; A. EB. Holt; ©. R. 
Hosmer; Howard G. Kelley ; K.C.; 
William McMaster ; Lt.-Col. Herbert Molson, C.M.G., M.C. ; 
Sir Augustus M. Nanton ; Sir Frederick Williams-Taylor. 
H. B. Mackenzie, General Manager. 





A. Allan; Hon. C. ©. Ballantyne; E. W. Beatty, 


THE ROYAL TRUST COMPAN 


Capital fully paid, $1,000,000. . 
Assets under Administration exceed $338,000,000 


Reserve Fund, $2,000,000. 


CANADIAN ASSETS. 


cri 

Head Office, 105, St. James St., Montredh 
Cable Address, “Royaltrust, Montreal.” {fj 
Branches throughout Canada. qd 
Inquiries solicited. Reference may be made} 








Reap, P. J., New Barnet, Traveller. Barnet. Pet. April 30. 
Ord. June 5. 
RENNISON, -~% 1 Newington. High Court. 


ILBERT Pet. 
May 20. Ord. June 1 
Surru, Henry W., Blaby, ne ny mene Director. 
Leicester. Pet. June 7. Ord. J 
SMITH, GERTRUDE, Shaw, Lancs, District Nurse. Oldham. 
Pet. June 7. Ord. June 7. 
ROBERT, Huntingdon, Tailor. Peterborough. Pet. 
June 10. Ord. June 
| “am. 3, Pulham, Agent. High Court. Pet. April 16. 
Ord. June 5. 
m-st., W.1, Builder. High Court. 
Pet. May 8. 


"Lexingto: 
Ord. June Py 
WIson, E., H ee Lighterman. 
High ‘Court. Pot. April 4 ony May 29 


The Solicitors’ Law 
| Stationery Society, Limited. 


COMPANY PRINTERS, 


XPERIENCE 
FFICIENCY 


LRAFT FORMS OF 
‘ MEMORANDUM and ARTICLES 
OF ASSOCIATION 
| By Cec, W. Turner, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
SHORT SET, adopting Table Awith most. 


or Private) - each 2s. 64. 
Set tor Company Limited by GUARANTEE 3s. 6d. 


ESE forms are Mr. 
te, and since (Ge in 
thousands of 

















poy Se = 4 °; ate, introduction 
existing Companies 
have bere Doaed To y &-5 
Solicitors find that through 
for the Articles of a weaete a great saving is made both 
ia time and trouble. 
Further, as the Socie 
| a the from which the ry are ‘te printed, proofs can 
cota at very short notice, and much of the usual 
eh nee saved. 
Printing. wad tis 


ts works are specially equipped for carrying 





22, CHANCERY LANE, W.C.2. 


49, Beprorpj Row, W..1. 6, Vicrorm Straeet, S.W.1. 
27 & 28, Watsroox, E.C.4, 15, Hanover Streert, W.1 





to the Bank of Montreal, London E 


EXPERT VALUER FOR PROBATE 
AND ALL PURPOSES. t 
Jy) 


NOUSEHOL D VALUATIONS (Castie, Mansion or 
PEARLS, EMERALDS, DIAMC 
ANCIENT SILVER, etc., 
Valued or Purchased to any amount, 
or sold at my 


WEEKLY AUCTION SALES. 


Ww. E. HURCOMB, 
CALDER HOUSE, PICCADILLY, W.L 
(ENTRANOE 1, DOVER STREET). "Phone: REGENT 676, 











EXPEDITION 
ONOMY 


Turner to | 


one of them asa basis | 


tanding hundreds of sets | 


pee et putes & Lew ond Comey 


Tenth Edition. Price 40s. net; Post Free, éit, 


IncORPORATING THE Law or PRoPertY 
Aot, 1922 (raz Provisions OF WHICH 
HAVE BEEN DISSECTED AND ALLO- 
CATED TO THEIR PROPER 
HEADINGS IN THE TEXT, THUS 
SHOWING THE OLD AND NEW 
LAW IN CONTRAST) 

INCLUDING 
A Scueme ror THE Strupy or THE AcT AND 

ExpLanaTory Notes on THE SPECIMEN | 
OTS GIVEN IN THE Act. 


By LEWIS 8. EMMBET, Solicitor. 








The Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society, Limited, } 
22, CRANCERY LANE, W.C.2. 
27 & 28, WatBRoox, E.C.4. 49, Beprorp Row, W:' 


6, Vicroris Street, 8.W.1. 15, Hanover STREset, 




















THE SOLICITORS’ LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY, LIMITED. 





TEMPORARY SHORTHAND TYPISTS 


EXPERIENCED IN LEGAL AND TECHNICAL 
WORK SUPPLIED AT SHORT NOTICE. 





Really efficient help can be quickly 
obtained by ringing up the Society : 


HOLBORN 1403. 


Shorthand Department : 
OYEZ HOUSE, 
104-7, FETTER LANE, E.C4. 





